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ABSTRACT
FACTORS AFFECTING THE EFFICACY OF RATER TRAINING:
INFORMATION TYPE AND MODE OF PRESENTATION
Todd A. Silverhart  
Old Dominion University 
Director: Dr. Terry L. Dickinson
In order to enhance the quality of performance ratings, 
researchers have directed th e ir  e ffo rts  towards tra ining raters to 
evaluate performance more accurately. The purpose of the present 
study was to examine two factors that may a ffect the efficacy of rater  
tra ining for improving the accuracy of performance ratings. One 
factor was the type of information that was presented during tra ining  
(target score information, behavioral rationale for target scores, or 
a combination of target score and behavioral rationale). The second 
factor was the mode in which information was presented during training  
(feedback or feedforward). In addition to assessing the unique 
contribution that various types of information contribute to the 
success of ra ter  training programs, the present study tested two 
hypotheses based on generalizing the multiple cue probability learning 
(MCPL) l i te ra tu re  to the task of rating performance. The f i r s t  
hypothesis was that rater training that incorporates target score 
information, or combines target score information with a behavioral 
rationale for the expert ratings w il l  result in less accurate 
performance ratings than ra ter tra in ing incorporating only the 
behavioral rationale. The second hypothesis was that performance 
ratings w il l  be more accurate when raters receive training information 
by means of feedforward than when control training is provided in
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
which the tra in ing  information is not presented.
A hundred and one undergraduate and graduate students served as 
participants in the study. These partic ipants were randomly assigned 
eith er  to one of six experimental conditions formed by crossing three 
levels of information type with two levels of the mode in which 
tra in ing information was presented, or to one of two tra ining control 
conditions. Ratings were made of the videotaped performance of seven 
individuals conducting simulated performance evaluation interviews. 
The performance ratings were analyzed with correlational measures of 
accuracy, Cronbach's (1955) accuracy s ta t is t ic s ,  and Dickinson's 
(1987) extended accuracy design. The results of these analyses 
generally did not find the tra in ing to be e ffec tive . Support was not 
found for e ither hypothesis, although some findings did indicate that 
feedback was more e ffective  than feedforward. The results are 
discussed in terms of differences between the MCPL paradigm and the 
task of performance rating. In addition, a number of possible 
explanations for the findings from the study are presented.
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FACTORS AFFECTING THE EFFICACY OF RATER TRAINING: 
INFORMATION TYPE AND MODE OF PRESENTATION
CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction
The measurement of performance has long been an area of in terest  
to industria l/organizational psychologists (Landy & Farr, 1980). This 
in terest can be a ttr ibu ted  to the importance of the role that 
performance assessment plays in the functioning of a work 
organization, as well as the d i f f ic u l t ie s  inherent in measuring 
performance accurately.
The importance of performance measurement stems from the reliance  
of personnel decisions on the accurate description of employee 
performance. These decisions determine administrative, developmental, 
and research programs for an organization (Landy & Farr, 1983).
A variety of possible sources of performance information ex is t in 
the workplace. These sources of information consist of objective  
measures (e .g . ,  number of units produced or sales volume), personnel 
measures (e .g . ,  absence record or rate of advancement), and judgmental 
measures (e .g . ,  performance ra tings). Although the ideal measurement 
method would combine objective, personnel, and judgmental sources of 
information (Landy STrumbo, 1980), judgmental data are typ ica lly  
re lied  upon because of problems with the a v a i la b i l i t y ,  r e l ia b i l i t y ,  
and confounding of the other sources. Despite a reliance by decision 
makers in work organizations on judgmental measures, d i f f ic u lt ie s  in
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2accurately describing performance result from intentional and 
inadvertent rating biases (Landy & Farr, 1980).
In order to enhance the quality of performance ratings,  
researchers have directed th e ir  e ffo rts  towards developing improved 
rating formats, and tra ining raters to evaluate more accurately 
(Pulakos, 1986; Smith, 1986). Regardless of years of research, 
concentration on measurement instruments has not resulted in 
improvements to performance evaluations (Landy & Farr, 1980). Rater 
tra in ing , however, has had notable success for improving the quality  
of performance ratings (Smith, 1986).
Rater tra ining is the focus of the present study. More 
spe c if ica l ly ,  the purpose is  to examine two factors that may a ffec t  
the efficacy of ra ter  tra ining for improving the accuracy of 
performance ratings. One factor that was examined was the type of 
information that is presented in ra ter tra in ing programs. Current 
ra ter tra in ing programs have combined target score information with 
the presentation of information about behaviors that are relevant to 
the behavioral dimensions being evaluated ( i . e . ,  a behavioral 
rationale for the ratings). The presentation of both types of 
information within the same tra ining programs has not allowed for 
determination of the unique contributions that the d iffe ren t types of 
information make towards improving the accuracy of ratings. In order 
to have an understanding of why a tra ining strategy is or is not 
successful, i t  is important to examine systematically the components - 
that are involved in the strategy (Spool, 1978). In addition, 
findings from the multiple cue probability learning (MCPL) l i te ra tu re  
suggest that outcome information ( i . e . ,  target scores) may have an
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3adverse e ffect on the learning of complex judgment tasks. By 
manipulating the type of information presented during tra in ing , the 
genera lizab ility  of these MCPL findings to the task of rating  
performance was examined.
The second factor that was investigated in this study was also 
based on results from the MCPL l i te ra tu re .  Although current training  
programs typ ica lly  present information about the rating task in the 
form of feedback, studies using the MCPL paradigm suggest that when 
performing complex judgment tasks, the use of feedforward ( i . e . ,  
presenting the information before the task has been performed) may be 
an effective  tra ining strategy. The present study investigated the 
effectiveness of providing tra ining information in the form of 
feedforward.
Rater T rai ni ng
H is to r ic a lly ,  ra ter training studies have been concerned with 
eliminating psychometric biases from ratings. For example, raters 
have been trained to change the shape of th e ir  rating distributions to
avoid biases such as central tendency, leniency/severity, or halo
(Latham, Wexley, & Pursell, 1975). This tra ining was based on the 
assumption that reducing rating biases would result in more accurate 
ratings. More recently, however, i t  has been argued that the 
appropriate focus of ra ter  tra in ing should be on the process of making 
accurate ratings (e .g . ,  Berman, 1979; Hedge, 1982; McIntyre, Smith, &
Hassett, 1984; Pulakos, 1984). Since the composition of the rating
biases, in terms of true, systematic and error variance, is unknown 
(Bingham, 1939; Wherry & B a rt le t t ,  1982), i t  seems clear that reducing 
rating biases does not d irectly  result in more accurate ratings.
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4Furthermore, there is empirical evidence that tra in ing to reduce 
rating biases may lead raters to adopt response sets which decrease 
the rating biases but decrease accuracy as well (Bernardin & Pence, 
1980).
Review of tra in ing methods. In a recent review, Smith (1986) 
described tra in ing methods u t i l iz e d  in ra ter tra in ing studies. In the 
review, the tra in ing methods f a l l  into three categories: lecture,  
discussion, and practice and feedback.
The lecture method has generally proven to be ine ffec tive  at 
improving the accuracy of performance ratings. In studies by Borman 
(1975), McIntyre and Athey (1985), McIntyre et a l . (1984),
Smith, Hassett, and McIntyre (1982), and Vance, Kuhnert, and Farr 
(1978), the lecture method fa i le d  to improve the accuracy of ratings. 
In three studies where lectures did improve the accuracy of ratings, 
the lecture method was combined with e ith er  discussions (Hedge, 1982), 
practice and feedback (Smith, 1984), or both discussion and practice  
and feedback (Pulakos, 1984).
According to Smith (1986), only one study concerned with the 
accuracy of ratings has been reported that used discussion alone as 
the tra in ing method. In this study, discussion of stereotypes of 
effec tive  and ine ffec tive  performance did not improve the accuracy of 
ratings (Bernardin & Pence, 1980). Other studies (McIntyre & Athey, 
1985; Pulakos, 1984) have included the discussion method in some way 
and found improved accuracy. However, in these studies, the 
discussion method was supplemented by practice and feedback.
F in a lly ,  f ive  studies reported that the practice and feedback 
method served to increase the accuracy of ratings (McIntyre & Athey,
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51985; McIntyre et a l . ,  1984; Pulakos, 1984; S ilverhart & Dickinson, 
1985a; Smith, 1984). I t  should be noted tha t a number of studies 
using practice and feedback have also been reported that were not 
successful at improving rating accuracy (Borman, 1979; Dickinson & 
S ilverhart , 1986; Hassett, 1987; S ilverhart & Dickinson, 1985a,
1985b).
Review of practice and feedback studies. Due to the promising 
results of practice and feedback in improving rating accuracy, closer 
review of the studies u t i l iz in g  th is  method is  warranted. The most 
common tra in ing that was administered in the studies incorporating 
practice and feedback is referred to as frame-of-reference tra in ing  
(Bernardin & Buckley, 1981). This is the tra ining strategy that was 
u t i l iz e d  in the studies by Dickinson and S ilverhart (1986), Hassett 
(1987), McIntyre and Athey (1985), McIntyre e t  a l . (1984), S ilverhart  
and Dickinson (1985a, 1985b), and Smith (1984).
Frame-of-reference tra in ing was developed by Bernardin and
Buckley (1981) based on the rationale that raters w il l  be able to make
more accurate ratings of performance i f  they share a "common
nomenclature" (Borman, 1979) with those individuals who define the
importance of various behaviors to the organization. This can be
accomplished by providing raters with a frame-of-reference that is
the same as those whose ratings are used as the standard for  
\
comparison. The procedures typ ica lly  used in the frame-of-reference  
tra in ing programs fam ilia r ize  participants with the performance 
dimensions, and with examples of highly e ffe c tive ,  average, and 
ineffec tive  performance on each dimension. Participants then view 
rating stimuli and rate the performance of the target person in each
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
6stimulus on each dimension. After partic ipants rate each stimulus, 
target scores are presented so that participants can compare th e ir  
ratings with experts' ratings. In addition, a behavioral rationale  
explaining the target scores is provided.
Pulakos (1984) has recommended a method similar to frame-of- 
reference tra in ing . The difference between Pulakos1 (1984) ra ter  
accuracy tra ining and frame-of-reference tra in ing is that rather than 
providing specific behavioral rationale for target scores, she 
discussed general behaviors that were indicative of various levels of 
effectiveness for each of the dimensions u t i l iz e d .
Three sets of rating stimuli involving videotaped scenerios of 
performance have been u t i l iz e d  in these t raining  studies. In one set, 
the target person is an instructor presenting a lecture (see Murphy, 
Garcia, Kerkar, Martin, & Balzer, 1982). This served as the stimuli 
for the studies by Hassett (1987), McIntyre and Athey (1985), McIntyre 
et a l . (1984), and Smith (1984). In a second set of s tim uli, the 
target person is a recru ite r  conducting an interview with a 
perspective job applicant (see Borman, 1977). These stimuli were used 
in the studies by Dickinson and Silverhart (1986), and Silverhart and 
Dickinson (1985a, 1985b). A th ird  set of rating stimuli were used by 
Pulakos (1984). These stim uli,  also developed by Borman (1977), 
depict discussions between a manager and a problem subordinate.
A review of the results of the studies in which practice and 
feedback has been used to improve rating accuracy reveals that three 
d iffe ren t measures of accuracy have served as the dependent variables. 
The measure most often used is distance accuracy ( Hassett, 1987; 
McIntyre & Athey, 1985; McIntyre et a l . ,  1984; Silverhart & Dickinson,
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71985a, 1985b; Smith, 1984). Distance accuracy is a measure of the 
deviation between ratings and target scores. All of the studies which 
focused on distance accuracy, with the exception of the studies by 
Hassett (1987) and Silverhart and Dickinson (1985b), found that rater  
tra in ing led to some improvements on this measure. McIntyre and Athey 
(1985) reported that f^ame-of-reference tra in ing resulted in distance 
accuracy scores that were s ign ifican tly  better than a placebo training  
group but not better than a no-training control. The placebo tra ining  
group was a form of control in which non-specific information was 
presented to subjects to equate the amount of time and individual 
attention that was required in the frame-of-reference tra in ing.
McIntyre et a l .  (1984) found that frame-of-reference tra ining led 
to greater distance accuracy than that obtained with rater error  
tra in ing and a no-training control, and that a combination of frame- 
of-reference and rater error tra ining were more accurate than the 
ra ter error tra in ing by i t s e l f  and the no-training control.
Silverhart and Dickinson (1985a) reported that participants receiving 
frame-of-reference tra in ing showed s ign ificantly  more distance 
accuracy than a no-training control group. Also, in the study by 
Smith (1984), i t  was reported that three types of tra ining produced 
greater distance accuracy than did a control group, while there were 
no differences among the tra ining groups. Although Smith (1984) reported 
that the measure of accuracy that he u t i l iz e d  was a measure of 
Cronbach's (1955) d iffe ren tia l  accuracy, i t  was computed as distance 
accuracy ( i . e . ,  the average sum of the absolute values of the deviations 
between the subject's ratings and the target scores). The three types 
of tra ining that were used in Smith's (1984) study were observation
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8tra in ing, observation plus dimension tra in ing , and observation plus 
dimension plus performance standards tra in ing ( i . e . ,  frame-of- 
reference tra in ing ).
Two studies did not find differences on the distance accuracy 
measure. S ilverhart and Dickinson (1985b) compared frame-of-reference 
tra ining with a no-training control, while Hassett (1987) compared two 
separate forms of frame-of-reference tra in ing ( i . e . ,  lecture  
presentation and group discussion presentation) and a no-training  
control. These two studies w il l  be discussed further below.
I t  should be noted that while distance accuracy was the most 
commonly used measure of accuracy, the meaning of the measure has 
recently been called into question. Dickinson (1986) has demonstrated 
that distance accuracy is not a uni dimensional measure of accuracy but 
rather is  a composite made up of components of halo, leniency/severity  
and correlation accuracy. Dickinson suggests that interpretations of 
rater accuracy made on the basis of distance accuracy are ambiguous 
due to the multiple, underlying sources of inaccuracy.
A second measure of accuracy that was included in the studies 
being examined is referred to as correlation accuracy or correlational 
accuracy per ratee ( Dickinson & S ilverhart, 1986; Hassett, 1987; 
McIntyre & Athey, 1985; McIntyre et a l . ,  1984; S ilverhart & Dickinson, 
1985a, 1985b). This measure provides an index of how accurately a 
ratee's performance can be described with behavioral dimensions. 
Correlation accuracy in the McIntyre e t  a l . (1984) study was found to 
be s ign ificantly  higher in the frame-of-reference, and the combination 
of frame-of-reference and ra ter-e rro r  tra ining groups than the rater  
error or the no-training control groups. In the studies by Dickinson
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9and S ilverhart (1986), Hassett (1987), McIntyre and Athey (1985), and 
Silverhart and Dickinson (1985a, 1985b), no differences were found on 
the correlation accuracy measure between any of the tra ining  
conditions that were investigated.
The th ird  accuracy measure that was u t i l iz e d  is referred to as 
d iffe ren t ia l  accuracy or correlational accuracy per dimension 
(Dickinson & S ilverhart ,  1986; Pulakos, 1984; S ilverhart & Dickinson, 
1985a, 1985b). This measure provides an index of how accurately a 
dimension can be used to rate a group of ratees. Using a measure of 
correlational accuracy per dimension, Pulakos (1984) reported that (a) 
the ra ter  accuracy tra in ing groups were s ig n if ican tly  more accurate 
than a l l  other groups, (b) there were no differences between ra ter  
error tra in ing and a combination of ra ter  accuracy/rater error  
tra in ing , and (c) the ra te r  accuracy and combination rater  
accuracy/rater error tra in ing were both s ig n if ican tly  more accurate 
than a no-training control. In the three studies that the present 
author was involved in (Dickinson & S ilverhart , 1986; S ilverhart & 
Dickinson, 1985a, 1985b), no differences were found between any of the 
tra in ing conditions on the correlational accuracy per dimension 
measure.
While previous research has shown some positive results for  
developing ra te r  tra in ing programs that y ie ld  improvements in rating  
accuracy, the presence of the negative findings suggests that the 
tra in ing procedures that have been u t i l iz e d  may s t i l l  not be 
suff ic ien t for a complex rating task. I t  has been suggested that the 
d i f f ic u lty  in overcoming the biases to which performance ratings are 
vulnerable is a result of the complex cognitive processing required by
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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the rating task (Denisi, Cafferty , & Meglino, 1984; Feldman, 1981).
In an attempt to understand better and to improve performance 
judgments, current researchers have focused on the cognitive processes 
that underlie performance measurement (Banks & Murphy, 1985). 
Generally, these cognitively oriented researchers have addressed the 
manner in which raters observe, categorize, re c a ll ,  and integrate  
information concerning employees to be evaluated (Cooper, 1981;
DeNisi, C afferty , & Meglino, 1984; Feldman, 1981). Incorporating 
knowledge about these processes into rater tra ining programs may be 
necessary fo r tra in ing  to be e ffec tive  given the complex nature of the 
task. In the decision making l i te ra tu re ,  there is an approach that 
focuses on how people learn to integrate information and may have 
genera lizab il ity  to the rating of performance. This approach is 
referred to as the multiple cue probability learning (MCPL) paradigm. 
Multiple Cue Probability Learning
The MCPL paradigm has i ts  roots in the psychology of Egon 
Brunswick (1943, 1952). Brunswick considered the behavior of a 
decision maker to be a function of information within the environment 
in which the behavior occurred. The properties of the environment 
were considered to be p ro b ab il is t ica lly  re lated. I t  was believed that 
in order to perform e ffec tive ly  in a given environment, a decision 
maker must learn the probability of d iffe ren t events occurring, as 
well as the interrelationships between d iffe ren t events. Brunswick 
developed a "Lens Model" to describe the relationship between an 
individual and his or her environment. An i l lu s t ra t io n  of th is model 
can be seen in Figure 1.
There are three essential components in the lens model. At the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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X
Distal Cues Central
Variable Response
(c rite rio n ) (predicted score)
Figure 1. Brunswick’s (1943) lens model.
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far  l e f t  is the distal variable or c r i te r io n .  This represents the 
physical properties of an object in the environment. In the center of 
the model are a number of cues. These are events which are 
probab il is tica lly  related to the c r i te r io n .  The weights of the cues 
and the form of the relationship between the cues and the crite r ion  
can vary across cues. The lines between the cues and the c r ite r ion  
represent the true relationship between these variables. The 
component on the fa r  r ight of the model is  referred to as the central 
response. This represents an ind iv idual's  predicted score or 
judgmental decision about the c r ite r io n  based on the properties of the 
object in the environment. The lines between the cues and the central 
response indicate the relationships between the cues and the decision 
maker's judgment.
Mathematical equations have been derived to describe the 
interrelationships of the various components of the lens model 
(Hursch, Hammond, & Hursch, 1964; Tucker, 1964). Furthermore, the 
lens model has been used to investigate the variables that a ffec t  how 
individuals learn to u t i l iz e  information about the cues in making 
judgments. The variables studied have included the number of cues, 
the form of the cues, cue in tercorre lations, the distribution of cue 
v a l id i t ie s ,  the form of the relationship between the cues and the 
c r ite r io n , the p red ic tab ili ty  of the task, the effects of group 
discussion on the u t i l iz a t io n  of cues, and the effects of d ifferent  
forms of feedback (see Zellinger, 1981 fo r  a review).
In essence, the MCPL paradigm is  a technique for training  
individuals to make a judgment based on a set of cues that are 
p robab il is tica lly  related to that c r ite r io n . This paradigm has
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implications fo r  ra ter tra in ing in a performance appraisal context, 
since the task required of raters in tra in ing is s im ilar to that 
addressed in the MCPL paradigm. In ra ter  tra in ing programs, the goal 
is to teach raters the relationship between the relevant behavioral 
cues of ratees and the ratings of dimensions made by experts. In 
terms of the MCPL paradigm, the relevant behaviors are probabilis tic  
cues, and the experts' ratings are the distal variables ( i . e . ,  the 
c r i te r ia ) .
Implications of MCPL fo r  Rater Training
Some of the findings from studies conducted within the MCPL 
paradigm have relevance for tra in ing  on complex judgment tasks l ik e  
performance rating . One area in part icu lar that may have relevance to 
ra ter  tra in ing is research on feedback in MCPL situations.
Feedback has typ ica lly  been defined as information received by an 
individual about past performance that, in part, provides an 
indication of the accuracy or correctness of a response (Annett,
1969). As such, feedback, or knowledge of results has long been 
recognized as being c r i t ic a l  for learning and motivation (Ammons,
1956; Annett, 1961; Wexley & Latham, 1981). More recently, however, 
i t  has been acknowledged that d iffe ren t types of feedback exist  
( Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979). Rather than merely providing 
information about the correctness, accuracy, or appropriateness of a 
response (outcome feedback), i t  is  possible for a feedback 
message to convey information that represents the "how and why" that 
underlies accuracy (referred to as information value feedback).
Within the MCPL paradigm, the re la t ive  efficacy of outcome and 
information value feedback has been studied extensively. Consistently
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i t  has been reported that information-value feedback (called  
cognitive-oriented or lens-model feedback in the MCPL paradigm) is  
more e ffec tive  for teaching complex judgment tasks than is outcome 
feedback (Adelman, 1981; Hammond & Summers, 1965; L indell,  1976; 
Newton, 1965; Nystedt & Magnusson, 1973; Summers & Hammond, 1966; Todd 
& Hammond, 1965). Actually, outcome feedback has been shown to have a 
d e b il ita t in g  e ffec t  on the learning of these judgment tasks (Hammond, 
Summers, & Deane, 1973).
For example, in the study by Hammond, Summers, and Deane (1973), 
participants predicted a c r ite r ion  score on the basis of three cues. 
Each cue was a value on one of three v e r t ic a l ,  uncalibrated scales 
arranged on a 5 x 7 inch card. The task was developed to contain 
certain characteristics. The task was constructed so that a) there 
was a specific functional relationship between the cues and the 
cr ite r io n , b) the three cues had d iffe ren t v a l id i t ie s ,  c) the in te r ­
correlations between the cues were near zero, and d) only 88 percent 
of the variance in the cr ite r ion  was accounted for by the cues. 
Subjects were presented with e ither outcome-feedback ( i . e . ,  the 
correct responses), information-value feedback ( i . e . ,  the functional 
relationship between the cues and the c r i te r io n ,  and the cue 
v a l id i t ie s ) ,  or both outcome and information-value feedback. Results 
of the study indicated that outcome feedback was in su ff ic ien t  to learn 
the task. Furthermore, when outcome feedback was provided in addition  
to information-value feedback, the task was not learned as well as 
when only information-value feedback was provided.
As early as 1965, i t  was argued that outcome feedback may not be 
appropriate for learning multiple cue probability  tasks. The reason
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for th is  is that outcome feedback only allows for a comparison of end 
results when what is rea l ly  important is the learning of relationships 
between cues and the c r i te r ia  (Todd & Hammond, 1965). Hammond (1971) 
stated that the learning that occurs as a result of outcome feedback 
is slow and "stupid." Hammond meant that with outcome feedback, even 
when partic ipants learn, they cannot explain what i t  is  that they have 
learned. Furthermore, i t  has been suggested that when learning a task 
which involves probabilis tic  relationships between the cues and the 
c r i te r io n ,  outcome feedback messsages may contain erroneous 
nonrepresentative information. In turn, the erroneous information can 
cause response inconsistencies that w ill  have an adverse e ffect on 
performance (Hammond & Summers, 1972; Hendrix & Dudycha, 1981).
The implications of these findings fo r  the improvement of rater  
tra in ing  programs in a performance evaluation context is apparent. In 
studies that u t i l iz e d  practice and feedback as the training method, 
the information that was provided as feedback consisted of target 
scores and e ither a behavioral rationale that the target scores were 
based on ( i . e . ,  frame of reference t ra in in g ) ,  or a discussion of 
behaviors that were indicative of d iffe ren t levels of effectiveness 
( i . e . ,  Pulakos's ra ter  accuracy tra in ing ).  The presentation of target 
scores is outcome feedback. The rater is provided with the 
opportunity to compare the ratings that he or she gave to what the 
experts have defined as the correct responses. Providing a behavioral 
rationale or general discussion of relevant behaviors serves to 
provide the ra ter with information about the characteristics of the 
task. That is ,  th is  information iden tif ies  relevant cues that raters 
should take into account when making a rating.
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When two types of information are presented as feedback, as in 
the frame-of-reference and ra te r  accuracy tra in ing  programs, i t  is not 
possible to t e l l  which of the forms of feedback are e ffective  or 
whether the combination of the two is necessary. In addition, the 
results from the MCPL studies suggest that providing target scores as 
feedback may have an adverse e ffec t  on the effectiveness of tra in ing,  
even in the presence of information about characteristics of the task 
( i . e . ,  information-value feedback).
Results from MCPL studies also have implications for when 
information about the rating task should be provided. I t  has been 
suggested that providing information about the task before the 
a c t iv ity  takes place may be an e ffective  strategy for learning complex 
judgment tasks (Bogart, 1980; Hendrix & Dudycha, 1981). This 
technique is referred to as feedforward (Bjorkman, 1972).
Unfortunately, studies of the effectiveness of feedforward have 
not been conclusive. While there has been some indication that 
feedforward information improves performance on cognitive judgment 
tasks (Dudycha, Dudycha, & Schmitt, 1973; Newton, 1965; Magnusson & 
Nystedt, 1971; Nystedt & Magnusson, 1973), there are also some results 
that suggest feedforward is  not e ffective  (Hendrix & Dudycha, 1981; 
Holt, 1958). Furthermore, while Hendrix and Dudycha (1981) did 
include feedback and feedforward in the same design, no studies have 
compared the re la tive  effectiveness of these two strategies.
Typ ica lly , in the MCPL paradigm, feedforward has consisted of 
information about the weights assigned to the cues, and the form of 
the relationship between the cues and the c r i te r ia .  In the context of 
the rater tra ining studies, providing target score information serves
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to identify  the c r i te r ia  ( i . e . ,  the distal variables). Providing the 
experts' behavioral rationale serves to identify  the target behaviors 
(or cues). Since previous research has indicated that feedforward 
information may improve performance on cognitive judgment tasks 
(Dudycha, Dudycha, & Schmitt, 1973; Newton, 1965; Magnusson & Nystedt, 
1971; Nystedt & Magnusson, 1973), providing target score or behavioral 
rationale information as feedforward may improve the effectiveness of 
ra ter tra in ing .
Research Hypotheses
The purpose of the present study is  to examine two factors that may 
affec t the efficacy of rater tra in ing  for improving the accuracy of 
performance ratings. One factor that w il l  be examined is the type of 
tra in ing information that is  presented in ra te r  tra in ing  programs.
Based on the findings in the MCPL l i te ra tu re  that outcome information 
is less e ffective  than information value feedback for learning 
complex cognitive judgment tasks, the following hypothesis was made: 
Hypothesis 1: Rater tra in ing that incorporates target score
information, or combines target score information with a behavioral 
rationale for the expert ratings w il l  result in less accurate 
performance ratings than ra ter tra in ing incorporating only the 
behavioral rationale.
The second factor that w il l  be investigated is whether training  
information in ra ter  tra in ing programs is presented as feedback or 
feedforward. While current tra ining programs typ ica lly  present 
tra in ing information in the form of feedback, studies within the MCPL 
paradigm suggest that when performing complex judgment tasks, the use 
of feedforward may be an e ffec tive  strategy (Dudycha, Dudycha, &
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Schmitt, 1973; Newton, 1965; Magnusson & Nystedt, 1971; Nystedt & 
Magnusson, 1973). Based on this MCPL the following hypothesis was 
made:
Hypothesis 2: Performance ratings w il l  be more accurate when
raters receive tra in ing information by means of feedforward than when 
control tra in ing  is provided in which the tra in ing  information is not 
presented.
In addition, the present study explored the re la t ive  
effectiveness of providing tra in ing  information through feedback and 
feedforward. Since these two strategies for presenting information in 
tra in ing had not previously been compared, directional hypotheses were 
not made.
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CHAPTER TWO 
Method
Partici pants
The participants in this study were 101 undergraduate and 
graduate students from Old Dominion University (51 male, 50 female). 
All participants were compensated 40 dollars for th e ir  involvement in 
the study. The data from f ive  participants were not included in the 
analyses. Three of these did not return for the second session, 
and two had previously participated in research which u t i l iz e d  the 
same rating stim uli.  The mean age of the f ina l sample was 21.69. 
Experimental sessions were assigned randomly to groups of 
participants.
Stimulus Materials
Ten videotaped sessions of a simulated performance evaluation 
interview were used as rating stimuli in th is  study. This interview  
simulation was one of f ive  exercises administered prior to the present 
study in a management assessment center conducted for the purpose of 
developing performance measurement s tim uli. Performance of 45 
assessment center partic ipants in the interview simulation was 
videotaped from which ten (f ive  male, f ive  female) were selected in 
such a way as to represent -a range of effectiveness on a variety of 
performance dimensions. Subsequently, these videotaped role-play  
performances were transcribed and reenacted on f i lm  by drama students 
with previous acting experience. The reason for the reenactment was
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to improve the technical quality of the final stimuli and to protect 
the anonymity of the original assessees. To ensure that the f ina l  
stimuli accurately represented the levels of performance exhibited in 
the original videotapes, the actors fam iliarized themselves thoroughly 
with the scripts, reviewed the original videotapes, and then received 
videotaped feedback of th e ir  performance before the f in a l  stimuli were 
filmed. The length of the videotaped simulations ranged from six to 
15 minutes. Scripts of the ten interview simulations are included in 
Appendix A.
Rati ng Forms
Participants rated the performance exhibited on the videotaped 
interview simulations on f ive -po in t  behaviorally anchored rating  
scales (BARS). These scales had previously been developed in an 
e f fo r t  to investigate the construct va l id ity  of assessment center 
simulation exercises and ratings of the behavioral dimensions 
(Campbell, 1986). The procedures used in the scale development are 
described in detail by Campbell (1986). Performance ratings were 
obtained on three behavioral dimensions: problem analysis, problem 
solution, and sen s it iv ity .  Definitions of the three behavioral 
dimensions, and the BARS rating forms are included in Appendices B and 
C, respectively.
Design
This study u t i l iz e d  a factoria l design that crossed three levels 
of "information type" (target score, behavioral ra tionale , combination 
target score/behavioral rationale) with two levels of "mode of 
information presentation" (feedback or feedforward). In addition, 
dimension-training control and a no-training control conditions were
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included in the design.
Information type. Participants in a l l  conditions received three 
practice t r i a ls .  In each of these practice t r i a l s ,  participants  
observed a videotaped interview simulation, and took notes on the 
behaviors believed to be relevant to the problem analysis, problem 
solution, and sen s it iv ity  dimensions. Participants in the target  
score information conditions were presented with the mean expert 
ratings on each of the three dimensions for each of the practice 
t r i a ls .  These target scores were presented o ra l ly  as well as 
displayed with an overhead projector. Participants in the behavioral 
rationale information conditions were provided with a lecture  
describing the behaviors that experts considered in determining th e ir  
ratings. This lecture focused on a checklist of the actual behaviors 
that the expert raters considered in making th e ir  ratings. In 
addition, participants viewed segments from the videotaped interview  
simulations that i l lu s tra te d  the behaviors that the expert raters  
focused on. The combination target score and behavioral rationale  
conditions consisted of presenting a l l  of the information from the 
target score and the behavioral rationale conditions described above. 
The checklist of the behaviors that were considered by the expert 
raters and the scrip t for the behavioral rationale lecture are 
included in Appendices D and E, respectively.
Mode of information presentation. In the feedback conditions, 
participants viewed and rated each of the three practice interview  
simulations. A fter making these ratings, they received feedback 
information. In the feedforward conditions, participants received a l l  
information before viewing each of the three practice interview
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simulations. Because participants in the target score and combination 
of target score and behavioral rationale feedforward conditions were 
provided with the target scores before viewing each of the practice  
interview simulations, ratings of the practice interview simulations 
were not made in these conditions.
To ensure that the subjects attended to the information provided 
by the feedback or feedforward, certain condition-specific procedures 
were employed. In the target score feedback condition, participants  
plotted th e ir  ratings and the target scores on a graph. This provided 
the partic ipants with a visual comparison of th e ir  ratings and the 
target scores. Participants in the target score feedforward condition 
simply plotted the target scores on a graph before viewing each of the 
practice simulations.
In the behavioral rationale feedback condition, a f te r  the 
behavioral rationale for the experts' ratings was provided, the 
participants completed a checklist which contained the behaviors that 
the expert raters focused on in determining the target ratings. The 
participants indicated which behaviors on the checklist they believed 
they considered in determining th e ir  ratings. This allowed the 
participants the opportunity to compare the behaviors that the expert 
raters focused on with the behaviors that they considered in 
determining th e ir  ratings. Participants in the feedforward behavioral 
rationale condition checked behaviors on the checklist as they saw 
them occur while viewing each of the practice simulations. The 
conditions that combined target score and behavioral rationale  
information each experienced both of the procedures that the 
appropriate (e ither  feedback or feedforward) target score and
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behavioral rationale groups received.
Control conditions. Two conditions were included in the design 
of the study to control for the information presented in tra in ing.
One control condition was a dimension-training control group. This 
control condition was intended to generalize to "basic" tra ining given 
in most organizational contexts. This group received the same 
tra ining regarding the dimension defin itions, proper use of the rating 
forms, and fam ilia r iza t io n  with the behavioral anchors on the rating  
forms as the experimental conditions. No information was provided, 
however, concerning the performance viewed in the three practice 
t r ia l  s.
The second control condition was a no-training control group.
This group did not receive the tra in ing on the dimension definitions  
or the behavioral anchors on the rating forms that a l l  of the other 
conditions received. A fter receiving instruction for the proper use 
of the rating forms, th is group was given time to read and become 
fam ilia r  with the definitions and anchors. In addition, no 
information was provided regarding the performance viewed in the three 
practice t r i a ls .
T arget Score Development
Target scores for the ten interview simulations were generated by 
f ive  advanced graduate students in an industrial/organizational 
psychology doctoral program. These "expert" raters had a ll  received 
considerable tra in ing in performance rating processes, the performance 
evaluation interview, and assessment center simulation exercises. In 
developing the target scores, experts viewed each interview simulation 
at least two times and fam iliarized themselves with scripts of the
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simulations. For each videotaped ratee, a f te r  a l l  experts expressed 
confidence that they recognized the relevant behaviors in a 
simulation, they completed a behavioral checklist and rated each 
behavioral dimension. The behavioral checklist contained 15 behaviors 
for each of the three dimensions which were observed in the original 
assessment center performances (Campbell, 1986). Experts used scripts 
and notes they took during the viewing of the simulations to complete 
the checklist and make th e ir  ratings. Counter-balancing techniques 
were used to control for the order in which the checklist and rating  
forms were completed. Expert raters were assigned to two groups and 
for each assessee the groups alternated the order in which the 
checklist and rating forms were completed.
After each expert completed the checklist and rating form, they 
discussed a l l  discrepancies on the checklist. The goal of this  
discussion was to establish a group consensus for behaviors to be 
cited as target behaviors. After the discussion on the target 
behaviors, the expert raters discussed differences in BARS ratings and 
then re-rated each simulation. The target scores were defined as the 
means of the expert raters ' f ina l ratings. These scores are presented 
in Appendix F.
The psychometric quality  of these fina l ratings was analyzed by 
means of a three-way analysis of variance. The analysis included 
factors of raters, assessees and dimensions. Results of the analysis 
indicated that there was a s ignificant e f fe c t  for ratees, a 
significant e ffec t  for dimensions, and a s ign ificant ratees x 
dimensions interaction (p < .01). A summary of this analysis can be 
seen in Table 1.
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T a b le  1
Summary of the Analysis of Variance for the Psychometric Properties of 
the Target Scores.
Source DF MS F-Ratio
Raters (Rr) 4 0.0567 0.47
Ratees (R) 9 12.2696 102.56*
a
Dimensions (D) 2 20.6467 6.99*
Rr x R 36 0.1196 No Test
Rr x D 8 0.0467 0.47
R x D 18 2.9207 29.65*
Rr x R x D 72 0.0985
a
Quasi-F-Rati o.
*p < .01.
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The s ign ifican t main e f fe c t  fo r  ratees indicated that the ratings 
contain the desirable property of convergent v a l id ity  (Cambell &
Fiske, 1975; Kavanagh, MacKinney, & Wolins, 1970). Furthermore, the 
s ign ifican t ratees x dimensions interaction indicates the presence of 
discriminant v a l id i ty .  Importantly, there were no ra te r  e ffects ,  
indicating agreement among the raters on the target scores.
Procedures
At the onset of the f i r s t  experimental session, informed consent 
was received from a l l  partic ipants . The form u t i l iz e d  for obtaining 
informed consent is  included in Appendix G. A videotaped 
presentation, in which the experimenter served as narrator, was then 
shown to the partic ipants . The scr ip t for th is  presentation is  
included in Appendix H. In the presentation, the experimenter 
explained that the purpose of the research was to examine how people 
observe and evaluate performance. I t  was noted that of particu lar  
concern was the manner in which the performance of managers or 
potential managers was observed and evaluated in management assessment 
centers. Since the rating stimuli that were used in the study were 
from an actual assessment center exercise and based on actual 
assessment center performances, i t  was believed that describing the 
partic ipants ' rating task in terms of an assessment center would have 
the greatest face v a l id i ty .
Following a b r ie f  description of management assessment centers, 
the scenario of the assessment center exercise that was to be 
evaluated by the partic ipants ( i . e . ,  the interview simulation) was 
explained. To enhance understanding of the simulation exercise, 
participants were provided with the description of the scenario that
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was provided to the original assessment center participants before 
partic ipating  in the interview simulation. This description is 
included in Appendix I .  In addition, a videotaped example of an 
interview simulation, in which the experimenter played the role of the 
assessee, was shown to the partic ipants. The script fo r this  
interview simulation can be seen in Appendix J.
The behavioral dimensions that were used to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the assessee's performance in the interview  
simulations were then presented. Definitions of each dimension were 
provided to the partic ipants . For a l l  conditions except the no­
tra ining control, the experimenter read aloud and discussed each of 
these defin it ions .
Participants were then instructed in proper use of the BARS 
rating format. I t  was explained that the evaluation forms contained 
f ive behavioral statements meant to represent f ive  d iffe ren t levels of 
performance and that the participants should c irc le  the statement 
which best reflected-the level of performance on each dimension that 
was viewed in an interview. Furthermore, instructions were provided 
to c la r i fy  what was meant by the "could be expected" format of the 
BARS forms. I t  was emphasized that based on the behaviors 
demonstrated in the interview, the partic ipants should select the 
statement on the rating form that described the level of performance 
that they could consistently expect of the assessee. I t  was also 
pointed out that some of the behaviors that the participants would 
observe in the interviews were actually l is te d  as statements on the 
rating forms. I t  was emphasized that simply because those behaviors 
may have occurred in an interview i t  did not mean that the statement
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describing that behavior should be selected as a rating . Rather, i t
was explained that before making a rating , a l l  behaviors relevant to a
dimension that were exhibited in an interview should be taken into  
consideration. The actual statement chosen for a rating should 
re f le c t  the level of performance that could consistently be expected 
of the assessee.
Following the instructions for proper use of the rating scales,
the three practice interviews were viewed. At th is  point the
experimental manipulations of the information type and mode occurred. 
After completion of the practice t r i a l s ,  the f i r s t  session was 
termi nated.
Participants returned the following day for a second session. At 
th is  time, b r ie f  refresher tra ining was provided of the information 
presented on the dimension definitions and use of the rating scales. 
Random id en tif ica t io n  numbers were assigned to a ll  participants to 
ensure anonymity of th e ir  ratings. Participants viewed and rated 
seven experimental interview simulations a f te r  receiving instructions 
to take notes as they watched the interviews to use when making th e ir  
ratings. Following the rating of the seven interviews, a post- 
experimental questionnaire was administered and the participants were 
debriefed about the nature of the research project. The post- 
experimental questionnaire is included in Appendix K.
Evaluation of Pi mensi on T rai ni ng
Three tests were administered for the purpose of evaluating 
whether tra ining regarding the dimension definitions was e ffec tive .  
These tests were given at the beginning of the training session ( i . e . ,  
p re -tra in in g ) , at the end of the tra in ing  session ( i . e . ,  post­
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tra in in g ) ,  and at the beginning of the rating session the following 
day ( i . e . ,  p re -ra ting). The tests consisted of matching exercises in 
which behavioral statements had to be matched with appropriate 
dimension t i t l e s  ( i . e . ,  problem analysis, problem solution, 
s e n s it iv ity ) .  The statements were selected from a checklist 
describing possible behaviors that could be exhibited in the interview  
simulations (Campbell, 1986). The pre-tra in ing and pre-rating tests 
contained a l l  of the same statements. Copies of the three tests and 
the instructions given to participants are included in Appendix L. 
Accuracy Measurement
Three approaches to accuracy measurement were u t i l iz e d  in this  
study. These included measures of correlational accuracy, Cronbacn's 
(1955) accuracy s ta t is t ics  and an extension of Dickinson's (1987) 
analysis of variance accuracy design.
Measures of Correlati onal Accuracy
Correlational accuracy per ratee. This is a measure of how 
accurately a ratee's performance can be described using the behavioral 
dimensions (e .g . ,  Hoffman & Dossett, 1984; McIntyre et a l . ,  1984). 
Correlational accuracy per ratee was calculated for each ratee by 
computing the r - to -z  transformed correlations of the ratings on the 
three dimensions with the target scores.
Correlational accuracy per dimension. This is  a measure of how 
accurately a dimension can be used to rate a group of ratees (e .g . ,  
Borman, 1979; Cardy & Kehoe, 1984; Pulakos, 1984). Correlational 
accuracy per dimension was calculated for each dimension by computing 
the r - to -z  transformed correlations of the ratings for the seven 
ratees on that dimension with the target scores.
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Cronbach's Accuracy S ta t is t ics
In situations where ratings are made of more than one ratee, on 
more than one dimension of performance, each ra ters ' overall accuracy 
can be expressed as the sum of four components: elevation, 
d iffe re n t ia l  elevation, stereotype accuracy, and d if fe re n t ia l  accuracy 
(Borman, 1977; Cronbach, 1955; Murphy, Garcia, Kerkar, Martin, & 
Balzar, 1982). Computational formulas for each of these components 
are included in Appendix M.
Elevation. Elevation represents a ra te r 's  overall average 
rating , taken across a l l  ratees and a l l  dimensions. Accuracy on this  
component re f lec ts  consistency between the ra te r 's  overall average 
rating and the overall average rating for the target scores.
D if fe ren tia l  e levation. D if fe ren tia l  elevation represents the 
average rating that a rater gives a ratee, taken across a l l  of the 
dimensions. Accuracy in terms of d if fe re n t ia l  elevation suggests 
that a rater has rank ordered the ratees in the same order as the 
target scores.
Stereotype accuracy. Stereotype accuracy represents the average 
rating , taken across a l l  ratees, fo r each of the performance 
dimensions. This component of accuracy re flec ts  the ranking of 
dimensions or the extent to which the ratings re f le c t  the same 
re la t ive  strengths of the group of ratees as the target scores.
D if fe ren tia l  accuracy. D if fe ren tia l  accuracy represents the 
extent to which a ra te r  accurately rates each individual ratee. For 
each ratee, ratings on each of the dimensions are compared with the 
target scores. This measure has been suggested to be the most 
important of the four accuracy components (Cronbach, 1955).
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Extended Accuracy Design
Dickinson (1987) described an analysis of variance approach to 
evaluate the variance in performance ratings. This approach u t i l iz e s  
a basic accuracy design which includes the factors of rating sources, 
ratees, and dimensions. In the context of th is design, the sources 
for ratings are the partic ipant raters, and the target scores derived 
from experts. The sums of squares obtained from the analysis of these 
factors can be interpreted in terms of Cronbach's accuracy s ta t is t ics  
(see Dickinson, 1986). The psychometric interpretations of the 
factors in the basic accuracy design can be found in Table 2.
Elevation accuracy is reflected in the variance due to the rating  
sources. Variation due to the rating sources indicates differences 
between the raters overall mean rating and the mean of the target 
scores. Thus, the more variance accounted for by this factor, the 
less accurate is the ra ter.
D ifferen tia l elevation accuracy is reflected in the interaction  
between rating sources and ratees. This source of variation suggests 
that the ra ter orders the ratees d iffe ren t ly  than the order reflected  
in the target scores. Since an accurate ra te r  would order the ratees 
the same as the expert raters, variance due to this interaction is 
undesi rable.
Stereotype accuracy is indicated in the interaction between 
rating sources and dimensions. Variation due to th is  interaction  
represents differences between the raters and target scores in terms 
of the re la t ive  amount that the dimensions are exhibited by the group 
of ratees. The larger these differences, and thus the larger the 
magnitude of the in teraction , the more inaccuracy there is  reflected
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T ab le  2
Summary T ab le  fo r  the Psychometric In te rp re ta t io n s  o f the Basic
Accuracy Design.
Source Psychometric interpretation
Rating sources (S) Elevation accuracy
Ratees (R) Convergent va lid ity
Dimensions (D) T r a i t  bias
S x R Differen tia l elevation accuracy
S x D Stereotype accuracy
R x D Disci mi nant va l id ity
S x R x D D iffe ren tia l  accuracy
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in the ratings.
D if fe ren tia l  accuracy is reflected in the three-way interaction  
between rating sources, ratees, and dimensions. This accuracy 
component measures how a ra ter  describes the individual differences 
among ratees re la t iv e  to the target scores. Since agreement between 
the ra ter and target scores indicates accuracy, large sources of 
variance due to th is  in teraction  are undesirable.
In the present study, the basic accuracy design was extended to 
include the between-subjects experimental variables of information 
type, information mode, and contrasts for both the dimension-training 
control and no-training control with the mean of the experimental 
conditions. The interactions of these additional variables with the 
factors in the basic accuracy design allow for assessment of the 
d iffe ren tia l  effects of the experimental treatments on the accuracy 
and v a l id ity  of the ratings. A summary of the extended design, along 
with the psychometric interpretations of a l l  of the effects is 
included in Table 3. The appropriate error terms for the design can 
be found in Table 4.
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T ab le  3
Summary T ab le  f o r  the  Psychometric In te rp re ta t io n s  o f th £  Extended
Accuracy Design.
Source Psychometric interpretation
Information type ( IT ) Research condition
Information mode (M) Research condition
IT x M Research condition
Dimension-training control (DTC) Research condition
No-training control (NTC) Research condition
Rating sources (S) Elevation accuracy
S x IT Elevation accuracy d iffe r ing  by 
information type
S x M Elevation accuracy d iffe r ing  by 
information mode
S x IT x M Elevation accuracy d iffe r ing  by 
information type and mode
S x DTC Elevation accuracy d iffe r ing  by 
dimension-training control
S x NTC Elevation accuracy d iffe r ing  by 
no-training control
Ratees (R) Convergent va l id ity
R x rr Convergent va l id ity  d iffe r ing  by 
information type
R x M Convergent va l id ity  d iffe r ing  by 
information mode
R x IT x M Convergent v a l id ity  d iffe r ing  by 
information type and mode
R x DTC Convergent v a l id ity  d iffe r ing  by 
dimension-training control
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Tab le  3 (continued)
Source Psychometri c i nterpretati on
R x NTC
Dimensions (D) 
D x IT
D x M
D x IT x M
D x DTC
D x NTC
S x D 
S x D x IT
S x D x M
S x D x IT x M
S x D x DTC
S x D x NTC
S x R
S x R x IT 
S x R x M
Convergent va l id ity  d iffe r ing  by 
no-training control
T r a i t  bias
T r a i t  bias d iffe r ing  by information 
type
T r a i t  bias d iffe r ing  by information 
mode
T rai t  bi as di f fe r i  ng by i nformati on 
type and mode
T r a i t  bias d iffe r ing  by dimension- 
training control
T r a i t  bias d iffe r ing  by no-training  
control
Stereotype accuracy
Stereotype accuracy d iffer ing  by 
information type
Stereotype accuracy di f fe r i  ng by 
information mode
Stereotype accuracy di f fe r i  ng by 
information type and mode
Stereotype accuracy d iffer ing  by 
dimension-training control
Stereotype accuracy d iffer ing  by 
no-training control
D iffe ren tia l  elevation accuracy
D iffe ren tia l  elevation accuracy 
d iffer ing  by information type
D iffe ren tia l  elevation accuracy 
differing  by information mode
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Source Psychometric in terpretation
S x R x IT x M D iffe ren tia l  elevation accuracy
d iffer ing  by information type and
mode
S x R x DTC D iffe ren tia l  elevation accuracy
d iffe r ing  by dimension-training 
control
S x R x NTC D iffe ren tia l  elevation accuracy
d iffe r ing  by no-training control
R x D Discriminant v a l id ity
R x D x IT Discriminant v a l id ity  d iffe r ing  by
information type
R x D x M Discriminant v a l id ity  d iffe r ing  by
information mode
R x D x IT x M Discriminant v a l id ity  d iffe r ing  by
information type and mode
R x D x DTC Discriminant v a l id ity  d iffe r ing  by
dimensi on-trai ni ng control
R x D x NTC Di scrimi nant val i di ty d iffe r ing  by
no-training control
S x R x D Di f fe ren ti  al accuracy
S x R x D x IT Di f fe re n ti  al accuracy- d iffe r ing  by
i nformation type
S x R x D x M Di f fe ren ti  al accuracy d iffe r ing  by
information mode
S x R x D x IT x M Di f fe ren ti  al accuracy d iffe r ing  by
information type and mode
S x R x D x DTC D iffe ren tia l accuracy d iffe r ing  by
dimension-training control
S x R x D x N T C  D iffe ren tia l  accuracy d iffer ing  by
no-training control
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Table 4
Summary T a b le  fo r  the  E rro r Terms f o r  th e  Extended Accuracy Design.
Source Error T erm
Information type (IT ) (R r/)+ RxIT)-(RxRr/)
Information mode (M) (R r/)+ RxM)-(RxRr/)
IT x M (R r/)+ RxITxFT )-(SxRxRr)
Dimension-training control (DTC) (R r/)+ RxDTC)-(SxRxRr)
No-train ing control (NTC) (R r /)+ RxNTC)-(SxRxRr)
Rating sources (S) (SxRr/ +(SxA)-(SxRxRr/)
S x IT (SxRr/ + (SxRxIT )-(SxRxRr/)
S x M (SxRr/ +(SxRxM)-(SxRxRr/)
S x IT x M (SxRr/ + (SxRxITxM)-(SxRxRr/)
S x DTC (SxRr/ +(SxRxDTC)-(SxRxRr/)
S x NTC (SxRr/ + (SxRxNT C)-(SxRxRr/)
Ratees (R) (RxRr/
R x IT (RxRr/
R x M (RxRr/
R x IT x M (RxRr/
R x DTC (RxRr/
R x NTC (RxRr/
Dimensions (D) (DxRr/ +(DxA)-(DxRxRr/)
D x n (DxRr/ + (DxRxIT )-(DxRxRr/)
D x M (DxRr/ +(DxRxM)-(DxRxRr/)
D x IT x M (DxRr)+(DxRxITxM)-(DxRxRr/)
D x DTC (DxRr) + (DxRxDT C)-(DxRxRr/)
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T a b le  4 (continued)
Source Error Tertn
D x NTC (DxRr)+ (DxRxNT C) - ( DxRxRr/ )
S x D (SxDxRr/)+(SxDxA) - ( SxDxRxRr/)
S x D x IT (SxDxRr/)+(SxDxRxIT MSxDxRxRr/)
S x O x H (SxDxRr/)+(SxDxRxM)-(SxDxRxRr/)
S x D x IT x M ( SxDxRr/)+(SxDxRxIT xM)-(SxDxRxRr/)
S x D x DTC (SxDxRr/)+(SxDxRxDT C) - ( SxDxRxRr/)
S x D x NTC ( SxDxRr/)+(SxDxRxNT C) - ( SxDxRxRr/)
S x R (SxRxRr/)
S x R x IT (SxRxRr/)
S x R x H (SxRxRr/)
S x R x IT x M (SxRxRr/)
S x R x DTC (SxRxRr/)
S x R x NTC (SxRxRr/)
R x D (DxRxRr/)
R x D x IT (DxRxRr/)
R x D x M (DxRxRr/)
R x D x IT x H (DxRxRr/)
R x D x DTC (DxRxRr/)
R x D x NTC (DxRxRr/)
S x R x D (SxDxRxRr/)
S x R x D x IT (SxDxRxRr/)
S x R x D x M (SxDxRxRr/)
S x R x D x I T  x M (SxDxRxRr/)
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Table 4 (concluded)
Source Error T erm
S x R x D x DTC (SxDxRxRr/)
S x R x D x NTC (SxDxRxRr/)
Note. Rr/ = Raters nested within IT , M, CfTC, and NTC.
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CHAPTER THREE 
Results
Evaluation of Dimension Training  
Planned comparisons were conducted to determine the difference  
between the mean of the experimental tra in ing conditions and the two 
control conditions on the pre-tra in ing , post-tra in ing, and pre-rating  
tests. No s ignificant differences were detected between the mean of 
the experimental groups and e ith er  the dimension-training control 
( H i , 83) = 0.37, £ > .0 5 )  or the no-training control (F( 1,83) = 0.98, p 
> .05) for the number of correct responses on the pre-tra in ing test.  
For the post-training tes t,  the planned comparisons indicated that the 
experimental groups scored s ign ifican tly  higher than did the no­
training control ( H I ,  83) = 7.61, £  c .O l). No difference was found 
for the number of correct responses between the experimental groups 
and the dimension-training control (F(1,83) = 1.15, p > .05 ).
For the pre-rating tes t ,  no s ign ificant differences were 
indicated for the number of correct responses between the experimental 
conditions and e ither the dimension-training control (F ( l ,8 3 )  = .44, p 
>.05) or the no-training control (F (1,83) = 1.00, p > .05 ).
In sum, these results suggest that before tra in ing there was no 
difference between the experimental and control conditions in terms of 
understanding the dimensions. A fter tra in ing, the experimental 
groups were able to match specific behaviors to the appropriate 
dimensions more correctly than the no-training control. This
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difference, however, was not detected the next day when the 
participants returned to complete the rating task.
Evaluation of Information Type and Mode 
Three approaches were u t i l iz e d  to analyze the effects of 
information type and mode on the quality  of the performance ratings. 
These were: 1) measures of correlational accuracy, 2) Cronbach's 
(1955) accuracy measures and, 3) the extended accuracy design 
(Dickinson, 1987).
Hypothesis 1 stated that ra ter training that incorporates 
target score information, or combines target score information with a 
behavioral rationale for the expert ratings w il l  result in less 
accurate performance ratings than ra ter  tra in ing  incorporating only 
the behavioral rationale. With the f i r s t  two approaches, Hypothesis 1 
was assessed with tests of the main e ffec t  for the type of information 
presented during tra ining ( i . e . ,  information type).
Hypothesis 2 stated that performance ratings w il l  be more 
accurate when raters receive tra in ing information by means of 
feedforward than when control tra in ing is provided in which the 
tra ining information is not presented. With the f i r s t  two approaches, 
Hypothesis 2 was tested with planned comparisons between the mean of 
the conditions receiving feedforward and each of the two control 
tra in ing  conditions. Furthermore, exploratory comparisons of the 
effectiveness of feedforward and feedback were conducted with tests of 
the main e ffec t  for the mode of information presented during tra in ing  
( i . e . ,  information mode).
With the extended accuracy design (Dickinson, 1987), Hypothesis 1 
was assessed with tests of the interactions that involved both rating
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sources and information type ( i . e . ,  Rating Sources x Information Type, 
Rating Sources x Dimensions x Information Type, Rating Sources x 
Ratees x Information Type, Rating Sources x Ratees x Dimensions x 
Information Type). Hypothesis 2 was assessed with tests of the 
interactions that involved rating sources and contrasts between the 
control conditions and the feedforward groups ( i . e . ,  Rating Sources x 
Dimension-Training Control versus Feedforward, Rating Sources x No- 
Training Control versus Feedforward, Rating Sources x Dimensions x 
Dimension-Training Control versus Feedforward, Rating Sources x 
Dimensions x No-Training Control versus Feedforward, Rating Sources x 
Ratees x Dimension-Training Control versus Feedforward, Rating Sources 
x Ratees x No-Training Control versus Feedforward, Rating Sources x 
Ratees x Dimensions x Dimension-Training Control versus Feedforward, 
Rating Sources x Ratees x Dimensions x No-Training Control versus 
Feedforward). F in a l ly ,  comparisons of the effectiveness of 
feedforward and feedback were conducted with tests of the interactions  
that involved rating sources and information mode ( i . e . ,  Rating 
Sources x Mode, Rating Sources x Dimensions x Mode, Rating Sources x 
Ratees x Mode, Rating Sources x Ratees x Dimensions x Mode). 
Correlational Acccuracy
Correlational accuracy per ratee. A repeated measures analysis 
of variance was conducted on the correlational accuracy per ratee 
measure. This analysis included three levels of information type 
(target scores, behavioral ra tionale , combination target scores and 
behavioral ra t ion a le ),  two levels of the mode in which information was 
presented during tra in ing (feedback, feedforward), and seven repeated 
measures on the ratees variable. Contrasts between each of the
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control groups and the mean of the six experimental conditions were 
also included in the analysis. Group means and standard deviations 
for the r - to -z  transformed correlations are included in Table 5.
The analysis of the r - to -z  tranformed correlations (Jones, 1968) 
indicated that there was a s ign ifican t e ffect for ratees (p < .01);  
however, no other main effects or interactions were found to be 
significant (p > .05). Furthermore, neither of the two control groups 
was found to be s ign ifican tly  d if fe re n t  from the mean of the 
experimental groups (p_ > .05 ) .  A summary of th is  analysis is included 
in Table 6.
A Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis of the s ignificant e ffect for  
ratees indicated that the f i r s t  ratee was rated s ign ifican tly  more 
accurately than each of the other six ratees. Means and standard 
deviations on the correlational accuracy per ratee measure for each of 
the seven ratees are included in Table 7.
Planned comparisons of the mean of the feedforward conditions 
with each of the two control groups on the correlational accuracy per 
ratee measure were conducted. These analyses indicated that there was 
not a s ign ifican t difference between raters receiving feedforward and 
e ither of the two controls (p > .05).
The results of the analyses on the correlational accuracy per 
ratee measure do not provide support for e ith e r  of the hypotheses. 
S pecifica lly , Hypothesis 1 was not supported since a s ignificant  
e ffec t  for information type was not'indicated. Hypothesis 2 was not 
supported since the groups receiving feedforward were not found to be 
more accurate than e ither of the control conditions. Furthermore, the 
finding that there was not a s ign ifican t e ffec t for the mode of
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Tab le  5
Mean r - to -z  Transformed Scores and Standard Deviations for the
a
Correlational Accuracy per Ratee Measure.
Information Type
Information Mode TS BR TS/BR
Feedback 0.6672 0.6799 0.8003
(0.7597) (1.0477) (0.9857)
Feedforward 1.0393 0.1009 0.1555
(1.0446) (1.1842) (0.7477)
Control Groups
DTC NTC
0.8346 0.3346
(0.5684) (0.9997)
Note. TS = Target score; BR = Behavioral rationale; TS/BR =
Combination target score and behavioral rationale; DTC = Dimension
training control; NTC = Mo-Training control, 
a
Standard deviations are included in parentheses.
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Tab le  6
Summary o f  Analysis o f Variance fo r  C o rre la t io n a l  Accuracy per Ratee.
Source DF MS F-Ratio
b
VC
b
ICC
a
rr 2 10.1570 1.08 .00072 .0002
a
M 1 10.1542 3.19 .00346 .0008
a
IT x H 2 4.1202 0.56 -.00320 .0000
DTC 1 4.8950 0.78*
a
-.00039 .0000
NTC 1 0.6696
a
0.18 -.00086 .0000
Rr/IT xMxDTCxNTC 88 6.0063 .01046
R 6 26.2892 6.19* .07653 .0175
R x IT 12 7.6778 1.81 .03571 .0082
R x M 6 1.4313 0.34 -.01957 .0000
R x IT x M 12 5.5943 1.32 .02801 .0064
R x DTC 6 5019 1.06 .00102 .0002
R x NTC 6 1.9127 0.45 -.00947 .0000
R x Rr/ITxMx
DTCxNTC 528 4.2500 4.25000
Note. I f  a source's variance component was negative, that value was
used in the denominator to compute intraclass correlation
coeffic ients , but the source's coeffic ien t was set to zero. VC =
variance component; ICC = intraclass correlation coeffic ient; IT =
information type; M = mode; DTC = dimension-training control; NTC =
no-training control, R = ratees; Rr = raters, 
a
Quasi-F-Ratio.
b
VC's and ICCs computed according to Vaughan and Corballis (1969).
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T a b le  7
Mean r - to -z  Transformed Scores and Standard Deviations on the
Correlational Accuracy per Ratee Measure for each of the Seven 
a
Ratees.
Ratee Ratee Ratee Ratee Ratee Ratee Ratee
One Two Three Four Five Six Seven
1.5532 0.6227 0.3161 0.7008 0.8471 0.0687 0.0522
(2.965) (1.329) (1.083) (2.329) (2.527) (2.328) (1.684)
a
Standard deviations are included in parentheses.
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information presentation suggests there is no difference in 
effectiveness between feedback and feedforward.
Correlational accuracy per dimension. A repeated measures 
analysis of variance was also conducted on the correlational accuracy 
per dimension measure. The design for th is  analysis was the same as 
the design described in the section above except that repeated 
measures were included on the dimensions variable instead of ratees. 
Group means and standard deviations of the r - to -z  transformed 
correlations for correlational accuracy per dimension are included in 
Table 8.
The analysis yielded s ignificant main effects for information mode 
(£  <.05), and dimensions (p < .01 ).  No other main effects or 
interactions were found to be s ign ifican t,  and neither of the control 
groups were found to be s ign ifican tly  d iffe ren t than the mean of the 
experimental groups (p > .05 ).  A summary of this analysis can be 
found in Table 9.
Examination of the group means for information mode indicated 
that partic ipants who received feedback (M= 0.7656) rated 
s ign ificantly  more accurately than participants whose tra ining  
incorporated feedforward (M= 0.6138). In addition, a Newman-Keuls 
post hoc analysis of the means for the dimensions indicated that 
ratings on the sen s it iv ity  dimension (M= 0.95) were s ign ificantly  more 
accurate than both the problem analysis (M= 0.49) and the problem 
solution dimensions (M= 0 .58).
Planned comparisons of the mean of the feedforward conditions 
with each of the two control groups on the correlational accuracy per 
dimension measure were conducted. These analyses indicated that there
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Tab le  8
Mean r - to -z  Transformed Scores and Standard Deviations fo r  the
Correlational Accuracy
a
per Dimension Measure.
Information Type
Information Mode TS BR TS/BR
Feedback 0.7768 0.8300 0.6903
(0.3827) (0.2996) (0.3661)
Feedforward 0.6959 0.5301 0.6154
(0.2620) (0.2323) (0.2247)
Control Groups
DTC NTC
0.6657 0.5845
(0.4192) (0.3111)
Note. TS = Target score; BR = Behavioral rationale; TS/BR =
Combination target score and behavioral rationale; DTC = Dimension
tra in ing control; NTC = No-Training control, 
a
Standard deviations are included in parentheses.
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T ab le  9
Summary of Analysis of Variance for Correlational Accuracy per 
Dimensions.
Source DF MS F-Ratio VC ICC
IT 2 0.1306 0.43 -.00041 .0000
M 1 1.2456 4.07* .00109 .0060
IT x M 2 0.2958 0.97 -.00002 .0000
DTC 1 0.0178 0.06 -.00019 .0000
NTC 1 0.3417 1.12 .00002 .0001
Rr/IT xMxDTCxNTC 88 0.3059 .00192
D 2 5.5174 32.95* .01238 .0679
D x IT 4 0.2428 1.45 .00035 .0019
D x M 2 0.0527 0.31 -.00027 .0000
D x IT x M 4 0 0320 0.19 -.00009 .0000
D x DTC 2 0.0932 0.56 -.00010 .0000
D x NTC 2 0.4072 2.43 .00032 .0018
D x Rr/ITxMx 
DTCxMTC 176 0.1674 .16743
Note. I f  a source's variance component was negative, that value was 
used in the denominator to compute intraclass correlation  
coeffic ients , but the source's coeffic ien t was set to zero. VC = 
variance component; ICC = intraclass correlation coe ff ic ien t;  IT = 
information type; M = mode; DTC = dimension-training control; NTC = 
no-training control, D = dimensions; Rr = raters.
*p < .01.
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was not a s ig n if ican t difference between raters receiving feedforward 
and e ith er  of the two controls (p_ >.05).
Since a s ig n if ican t e f fe c t  fo r information type was not 
indicated, and no differences were detected between the groups 
receiving feedforward and the experimental groups, the analyses on the 
correlational accuracy per dimension measure do not provide support 
for e ither of the two hypotheses. However, the s ign ifican t e f fe c t  for  
information mode does suggest that in terms of correlational accuracy 
per dimension, feedback is more e f fe c t ive  than feedforward.
Cronbach's Accuracy Measures
An analysis of variance was conducted on each of Cronbach's 
(1955) accuracy components (elevation , d if fe re n t ia l  elevation,  
stereotype accuracy, d if fe re n t ia l  accuracy). These analyses each 
included three levels of information type ( i . e . ,  target score, 
behavioral ra t iona le , combination target score and behavioral 
ra t io n a le ),  two levels of the mode by which information was presented 
during tra in ing ( i . e . ,  feedback, feedforward), and contrasts between 
each of the two control groups and the mean of the experimental 
groups. Group means and standard deviations for each of the four 
accuracy components are included in Table 10.
The results of the analyses indicated that fo r  a l l  four of the 
components of accuracy there were no s ign ifican t effects due to 
information type, information mode, or the information type by 
information mode in teraction (p > .05 ).  I t  should be noted that for  
d iffe re n t ia l  accuracy, the F value for information mode did approach 
significance (p_ < .10 ) .  Examination of the means suggested that 
participants who received feedforward (M= 0.7488) were higher on the
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T a b le  10
a
Group Means and Standard D ev ia tions  fo r  Cronbach's Accuracy Measures.
Cronbach's Measures
Elevation
Di f fe re n t i  al 
Elevation
Stereotype
Accuracy
Di f fe re n ti  al 
Accuracy
FB-TS 0.3333 0.6275 0.5666 0.6440
(0.2279) (0.2732) (0.2762) (0.1511)
FB-BR 0.4325 0.6498 0.4566 0.6591
(0.4460) (0.1498) (0.1537) (0.1116)
FB-TS/BR 0.4286 0.7597 0.5940 0.6982
(0.2956) (0.2915) (0.2214) (0.2369)
FF-TS 0.3690 0.7156 0.5802 0.6965
(0.2648) (0.1912) (0.2010) (0.1835)
FF-BR 0.5833 0.8206 0.5567 0.7614
(0.2880) (0.1824) (0.2023) (0.1892)
FF-TS/BR 0.4405 0.6893 0.6049 0.7885
(0.2992) (0.1430) (0.2328) (0.2079)
DTC 0.4841 0.8558 0.3304 0.7449
(0.3267) (0.2838) (0.1737) (0.1860)
NTC 0.5595 0.7841 0.6255 0.7980
(0.3100) (0.2629) (0.2004) (0.1748)
Note. For a l l  four measures, smaller scores represent more accurate
ratings. FB = Feedback; FF = Feedforward; TS = Target score; BR =
Behavioral ra tionale ; TS/BR = Combination target score and behavioral
rationale; DTC = Dimension tra in ing control; NTC = No-Training
control. 
a
Standard deviations are included in parentheses.
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d iffe ren tia l  accuracy measure, and therefore less accurate, than 
participants who received feedback (M= 0.6671).
The analyses also indicated that for a l l  four accuracy 
components, the no-training control group did not s ign ificantly  
d i f fe r  from the experimental groups (p^  > .05). The dimension-training 
control group, however, was more accurate than the experimental groups 
on the stereotype accuracy measure (p < .01 ) ,  and less accurate on the 
d iffe ren tia l  elevation measure (p < .05). These analyses are 
summarized in Tables 11, 12, 13, and 14.
For each of the four components of accuracy, planned comparisons 
were made between the mean of the feedforward conditions and both of 
the control groups. For elevation, d iffe ren tia l  elevation, and 
d iffe ren tia l  accuracy, no differences were detected between the 
feedforward conditions and e ither of the control conditions (p >.05).  
However, a s ign ificant difference was found on the stereotype accuracy 
measure for the comparison of the feedforward groups and the 
dimension-training control (F ( l ,4 7 )  = 12.70, £  < .01). Examination of 
the means indicated that the feedforward conditions (M = .5806) had 
sign ificantly  larger stereotype accuracy scores than did the 
dimension-training control (M = .3304). Since smaller stereotype 
accuracy scores represent more accurate ratings, these findings 
suggest that the feedforward conditions were less accurate than the 
dimension-training control condition.
In summary, the results of the analyses on Cronbach's (1955) 
components of accuracy do not lend support for e ither of the 
hypotheses being evaluated in th is  study. Since no s ignificant  
effects were indicated for information type, there is no support for
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Tab le  11
Summary o f  the Analysis  o f  Variance on Cronbach's E le v a t io n  Measure.
Source DF MS F-Ratio VC ICC
IT 2 0.1476 1.51 .00034 .0035
M 1 0.0787 0.80 -.00007 .0000
IT x M 2 0.0331 0.34 -.00023 .0000
DTC 1 0.0288 0.29 -.00014 .0000
NTC 1 0.1693 1.73 .00014 .0015
Error 88 0.0980 .09800
Note. I f  a source's variance component was negative, that value was
used in the denomi nator to compute intraclass correlation
coeffic ients, but the source's coeffic ien t was set to zero. VC = 
variance component; ICC = intraclass correlation coe ff ic ien t;  IT = 
information type; M = mode; DTC = dimension-training control; NTC = no­
training control.
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T a b le  12
Summary of the Analysis of Variance on Cronbach''s D if fe ren tia l
Elevation Measure.
Source DF MS F-Ratio VC ICC
IT 2 0.0279 0.53 -.00017 .0000
M 1 0.0710 1.35 .00006 .0012
IT x M 2 0.0902 1.71 .00 026 .0461
DTC 1 0.2174 4.12* .00033 .0063
NTC 1 0.0559 1.06 .00001 .0001
Error 88 0.0527 .05270
Note. I f  a source's variance component was negative, that value was 
used in the denominator to compute intraclass correlation  
coeff ic ien ts , but the source's co e ff ic ien t  was set to zero. VC = 
variance component; ICC = intraclass correlation co e ff ic ien t;  IT = 
information type; M = mode; DTC = dimension-training control; NTC = no­
tra ining control.
*p < .05.
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T ab le  13
Summary o f the Analys is  o f  V ariance on Cronbach's Stereotype Accuracy
Measure.
Source DF MS F-Ratio VC ICC
IT 2 0.0550 1.24 .00007 .0016
M 1 0.0310 0.70 -.00005 .0000
rr x m 2 0.0155 0.35 -.00020 .0000
DTC 1 0.5413 12.21* .00101 .0223
NTC 1 0.0444 1.00 .00000 .0000
Error 88 0.0443 .04430
Note. I f  a source's variance component was negative, that value was
used in the denomi nator to compute i ntraclass corre lati on
coeffic ients , but the source's coe ff ic ien t  was set to zero. VC = 
variance component; ICC = intraclass correlation coeff ic ien t;  IT = 
information type; M = mode; DTC = dimension-training control; NTC = no- 
t ra i  ni ng control.
*p < .01.
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Tab le  14
Summary o f  the Analysis o f  Variance on Cronbach's D i f f e r e n t ia l
Accuracy Measure.
Source DF MS F-Ratio VC ICC
IT 2 0.0322 0.96 -.00001 .0000
M 1 0.1202 3.57* .00030 .0089
IT x M 2 0.0041 0.12 -.00021 .0000
DTC 1 0.0141 0.42 -.00004 .0000
NTC 1 0.0833 2.48 .00010 .0297
Error 88 0.0337 .03370
Note. I f  a source's variance component was negative, that value was 
used in the denominator to compute intraclass correlation  
coeffic ients , but the source's coeffic ient was set to zero. VC = 
variance component; ICC = intraclass correlation coeffic ient; IT = 
information type; M = mode; DTC = dimension-training control; NTC = no­
tra ining control.
*p < .10.
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the hypothesis that ra ter  tra ining involving target score information 
would be less accurate than tra in ing  providing only a behavioral 
rationale for ratings ( i . e . ,  Hypothesis 1). The hypothesis that 
tra in ing providing feedforward information would be more accurate than 
control tra ining ( i . e . ,  Hypothesis 2) also was not supported. In 
fac t ,  the feedforward groups were found to be s ign ifican tly  less 
accurate than the dimension-training control group. F in a l ly ,  the 
finding of no s ign ifican t effects for information mode on the accuracy 
components suggests no difference in the effectiveness of providing 
information in the form of feedforward or feedback.
Extended Accuracy Design
Analysis of variance procedures were used to evaluate ratings 
with the extended accuracy design (Dickinson, 1987). This design 
included the factors from the basic accuracy design ( i . e . ,  rating  
sources, ratees, and dimensions), as well as the interaction of these 
factors with the between-subjects experimental variables of 
information type, information mode, and contrasts for both the 
dimension-training control and no-training control with the mean of 
the experimental conditions. The interactions of these additional 
variables with the factors in the basic accuracy design allow for  
assessment of the d if fe re n t ia l  effects of the experimental treatments 
on the accuracy of the ratings. A summary of the results from this  
analysis is included in Table 15.
The results from th is  analysis suggested that there were 
significant effects for a l l  of the accuracy components in the basic 
accuracy design (£  < .05) . These s ignificant effects were for rating  
sources (e levation), rating sources x ratees (d if fe ren t ia l  e levation),
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Tab le  15
Summary o f  the A nalys is  o f  Variance on the Extended Accuracy Design.
Source DF MS F-Ratio VC ICC
IT 2 1.2821
a
0.88
a
-.00003 .0000
M 1 1.1124 0.77 -.00003 .0000
IT x M 2 1.2345 0.563 .00005 .0000
DTC 1 0.0370 0.023
a
-.00011 .0000
NTC 1 2.2451 1.06 .00001 .0000
Rr/IT xMxDTCxNTC 88 2.6289 .00193 .0011
S (rating  
sources) 1 180.4586
a
5.40* .01215 .0069
s x rr 2 1.2821 0.893 -.00002 .0000
S x M 1 1.1124
3
0.77 -.00003 .0000
S x DTC 1 0.0370 0.023 -.00021 .0000
S x NTC 1 2.2451
3
1.06 .00001 .0000
S x IT x M 2 1.2345
d
0.56 -.00016 .0000
S x Rr/IT x 
MxDT CxMT C 88 2.6289 .00010
D (dimensions) 2 178.1646 3.243 .02037 .0115
D x IT 4 0.2781
3
0.30 -.00022 .0000
D x M 2 0.3079
3
0.46 -.00006 .0000
D x DTC 2 2.8090 4.26* .00021 .0001
D x NTC 2 0.0171 0.03 -.00005 .0000
D x IT x M 4 0.1055 0.143 -.00021 .0000
D x Rr/ITx 
MxDTCxNTC 176 1.0754 .00116
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T a b le  15 (continued)
Source DF MS F-Ratio VC ICC
R (ratees) 6 360.1201 249.38** .20757 .1175
R x IT 12 0.2597 0.18 -.00206 .0000
R x M 6 0.2513 0.17 -.00138 .0000
R x DTC 6 1.0355 0.72 -.00028 .0000
R x NTC 6 0.9420 0.65 -.00034 .0000
R x IT x M 12 1.0076 0.70 -.00152 .0000
R x Rr/ITx 
MxDTCxNTC 528 1.4441 .00526
S x D 2 120.0884 8.28* .01746 .0000
S x D x IT 4 0.2781 0.30 -.00022 .0000
S x D x M 2 0.3079 0.46* -.00006 .0000
S x D x DTC 2 2.8090
d
4.26*
a
.00021 .0001
S x D x NTC 2 0.0171
a
0.03 -.00005 .0000
S x D x IT x M 4 0.1055 0.14* -.00021 .0000
S x D x Rr/ITx  
MxDTCxNTC 176 1.0753 .00232 .0013
S x R 6 32.2535 22.34** .03566 .0202
S x R x IT 12 0.2597 0.18 -.00411 .0000
S x R x M 6 0.2513 0.17 -.00276 .0000
S x R x DTC 6 1.0355 0.72 -.00055 .0000
S x R x NTC 6 0.9420 0.65 -.00068 .0000
S x R x IT x M 12 1.0076 0.70 -.00303 .0000
S x R x Rr/ 
IT xMxDTCxNTC 528 1.4441 .01053 .0060
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T a b le  15 (concluded)
Source DF MS F-Ratio VC ICC
D x R 12 54.5617 79.53** .09353 .0529
D x R x IT 24 0.5532 0.81 -.00069 .0000
D x R x M 12 0.2859 0.42 -.00139 .0000
D x R x DTC 12 0.2706 0.39 -.00866 .0000
D x R x NT C 12 0.1751 0.26 -.01065 .0000
D x R x IT x M 24 0.3532 0.51 -.00347 .0000
D x R x Rr/ 
ITxMxDTCxNTC 1056 0.6861 .68610 .3884
S x D x R 12 14.1188 20.58** .04664 .0264
S x D x R x IT 24 0.5532 0.81 -.00138 .0000
S x D x R x M 12 0.2859 0.42 -.00278 .0000
S x D x R x DTC 12 0.2706 0.39 -.00289 .0000
S x D x R x NTC 12 0.1751 0.26 -.00355 .0000
S x D x R x 
IT x M 24 0.3532 0.51 -.00694 .0000
SxDxRxRr/ITx
MxDTCxNTC 1056 0.6861 .68610
Note. I f  a source's variance component was negative, that value was 
used in the denominator to compute intraclass correlation  
coeffic ients , but the source's coeffic ien t was set to zero. VC = 
variance component; ICC = intraclass correlation coeffic ien t; IT = 
information type; M = mode; DTC = dimension-training control; NTC = no­
tra in ing control, Rr = raters, 
a
Quasi-F-Ratio.
*p <.05. **p <.01.
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rating sources x dimensions (stereotype accuracy), and rating sources 
x ratees x dimensions (d if fe re n t ia l  accuracy). I t  should be noted 
that s ignificant effects for each of these four accuracy components 
suggest inaccuracies in the ratings.
Of part icu lar concern in this analysis were the interactions of 
the accuracy effects ( i . e . ,  elevation, d if fe re n t ia l  elevation, 
stereotype accuracy, d iffe ren tia l  accuracy) with the between-subjects 
experimental variables ( i . e . ,  information type, information mode, and 
the two control conditions). One s ign ifican t interaction between the 
accuracy effects and experimental variables was obtained (p < .05). 
This interaction represented the e f fe c t  for stereotype accuracy 
d iffe r ing  by dimension-training control (Rating Sources x Dimensions x 
Dimension-Training Control). Post hoc analysis of th is three-way 
interaction with the Newman-Keuls procedure suggested that the 
dimension-training control group exhibited greater stereotype accuracy 
than did the experimental groups. For the mean ratings from the 
experimental groups, there were s ign ificant differences (p < .05) 
between the partic ipants' ratings and the target scores on two of the 
three dimensions ( i . e . ,  problem analysis and problem solution). 
However, for the dimension-training control group, no significant  
differences were found between the partic ipants ' ratings and the 
target scores on any of the dimensions (p > .05 ).
Planned comparisons were also conducted to examine differences on 
each of the accuracy components between the feedforward groups and 
each of the two control conditions. These comparisons were made by 
analyzing the interactions of the sources of variance representing the 
accuracy components and contrasts of the feedforward and control
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conditions. The interaction of rating sources and dimensions with the 
contrast of the feedforward and dimension-training control groups was 
the only s ign ifican t e ffec t  (F (2,52) = 4.68, £  < .05). This 
interaction suggested d iffe ren t  amounts of sterotype accuracy for the 
feedforward and dimension-training control conditions.
Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis of the interaction indicated that 
for the feedforward groups there were s ign ifican t differences between 
the ratings and target scores on the problem analysis and problem 
solution dimensions (£  < .05 ).  For the dimension-training control, 
sign ifican t differences between the ratings and target scores were not 
detected for any of the three dimensions (p > .05 ).  These findings 
suggest that the dimension-training control group was more accurate on 
the stereotype accuracy measure than the feedforward groups.
In summary, the results from the extended accuracy design do not 
provide support for e ither of the two hypotheses. No support was 
provided for Hypothesis 1 since none of the interactions with 
information type were found to be s ign if ican t.  Furthermore,
Hypothesis 2 was not supported since the only difference that was 
detected with the comparisons of feedforward and the control 
groups indicated that the feedforward groups were less accurate ( i . e . ,  
stereotype accuracy). With regards to the comparison of the 
effectiveness of feedforward and feedback, no differences were 
indicated with the analysis of the extended accuracy design.
Eva!uation of the Post-Experimental Questionnaire
Responses to each of the eleven items on the post-experimental 
questionnaire measuring the partic ipants ' reactions to the study were 
analyzed with a 3 X 2 analysis of variance (Information Type x
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Information Mode). In addition, for each of the items, contrasts were 
examined between each of the two control groups and the mean of the 
experimental groups. No s ign ifican t effects were found for  
information type, mode, or the type by mode interaction on any of the 
eleven items (£  > .05 ) .
Analysis of the contrasts between each of the control groups and 
the mean of the experimental groups indicated that there were 
sign ificant differences between the no-training control and the 
experimental groups on two of the items ( i . e . ,  items 7 and 12). 
Participants in the no-training control group indicated that they f e l t  
the information presented in session one was less understandable 
( H I , 82)= 5.31, £  < .05), and more confusing ( H i , 82)= 4.69, £  <.05) 
than did the experimental groups.
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CHAPTER FOUR 
Discussion
Informati on Type
The f i r s t  objective of th is study was to examine systematically 
the contributions that d iffe ren t types of information presented in 
rater tra ining programs make towards improving the accuracy of 
performance ratings. Of particu lar in terest were rater tra ining  
programs based on providing raters with a frame-of-reference in common 
with the experts that define the standards for performance (Bernardin 
& Buckley, 1981). Training programs based on the frame-of-reference 
notion have incorporated information concerning expert raters ' target 
scores and the behavioral rationale that the target scores are based 
on. Since previous research has provided mixed results, this study 
was an attempt to understand the effectiveness of the frame-of- 
reference tra ining approach. I t  was hoped that examining the 
d ifferen t types of information that have been used with this training  
approach would allow for determination of the individual contributions 
that the d iffe ren t components make towards improving the accuracy of 
ra t i  ngs.
I t  was hypothesized that the use of target score information 
( i . e . ,  outcome information) within a rater training program would have 
a deb il ita t ing  e ffect on the effectiveness of the tra in ing. This 
hypothesis was based on findings within the MCPL paradigm which have 
suggested that outcome information impedes the learning of complex
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cognitive judgment tasks.
The results from the study suggest that the d iffe ren t types of 
information presented in the ra ter tra in ing programs did not have 
d iffe re n t ia l  effects on the accuracy of the performance ratings. No 
significant effects for information type were indicated for 
correlational accuracy per ratee, correlation accuracy per dimension, 
or any of Cronbach's (1955) accuracy measures. Furthermore, in the 
extended analysis of variance accuracy design, no significant  
interactions where found which would indicate d iffe ren t levels of 
accuracy for the d iffe ren t types of training information.
These results are inconsistent with the results reported in 
previous research. Several researchers have reported that  
information-value feedback is more effective  fo r teaching complex 
judgment tasks than is outcome feedback (Adelman, 1981; Hammond & 
Summers, 1965; L inde ll,  1976; Newton, 1965; Nystedt & Magnusson, 1973; 
Summers & Hammond, 1966; Todd & Hammond, 1965). All of this previous 
research has been conducted within the MCPL paradigm.
Perhaps the inconsistency between the results of the present 
study and previous research is a question of genera lizab ility  of the 
MCPL paradigm task to the performance rating task. While the 
performance rating task is certa in ly  analogous to the MCPL task, clear 
differences between the two can be id en tif ied . For instance, in the 
MCPL studies mentioned above, the cues that were presented to subjects 
were numerical in nature. In the present study, the cues were actual 
behaviors. Anderson (1977) compared numerical cues with verbal cues 
and found that the verbal cues were rated s ign ificantly  less 
consistently than were the numerical ones. I t  is possible that
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behavioral cues also might cause inconsistency.
Another difference between the MCPL and rating task is that with 
the MCPL task the cues are readily id e n t if ia b le .  In the rating task, 
the behaviors (or cues) relevant to the dimensions of in te re s t,  were 
presented in the midst of a stream of other irre levant behaviors. The 
requirement to distinguish between relevant and irre levan t information 
adds considerably more complexity to the rating task.
In addition, the cognitively-oriented information about the task 
that is  presented in typical MCPL research is d iffe ren t than the 
information presented in the present study. Typ ica lly , MCPL research 
includes such information as the s ta t is t ic a l  relationships between the 
cues and c r i te r ia ,  or the re la t ive  weighting of the cues. In the 
present study, the information about the task that was presented was 
less quantitative, and merely id en t if ie d  which behaviors were relevant 
for the d iffe ren t dimensions. More detailed information concerning 
how relevant behaviors were weighted in determining target ratings for  
each dimension was unavailable.
One further issue concerning the genera lizab ility  of the MCPL 
paradigm to performance rating tasks needs to be addressed. The MCPL 
paradigm focuses on the process of evaluation. That is ,  the concern 
is on how cues are evaluated to arr ive  at some cr ite r io n  response. 
Evaluation, however, is only one of the processes which is involved in 
performance rating. In i ts  simplest case, performance rating involves 
both observation and evaluation (Thornton & Zorich, 1980).' In more 
complicated cases, additional cognitive processes such as encoding or 
recall also are involved (Cooper, 1981; Deni s i ,  et a l . ,  1984; Feldman, 
1981). To focus on the process of evaluation without addressing the
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influence of these other variables may serve to create a r t i f i c ia l  
problems.
I t  should be noted that the present study is one of several 
studies that have not found frame-of-reference tra in ing  to improve the 
accuracy of performance ratings (Dickinson & S ilverhart, 1986;
Hassett, 1987; McIntyre & Athey, 1983; S ilverhart & Dickinson, 1986a, 
1986b). Important questions remain to be answered concerning the 
circumstances under which th is  tra in ing approach w il l  be e ffec tive .  
Mode of Information Presentation
A second objective of the study was to investigate d iffe ren t  
modes of presenting information during ra ter  tra in ing . While 
successful ra ter tra ining programs have typ ica lly  presented 
information in the form of feedback, studies in the MCPL paradigm 
suggest that presenting information in the form of feedforward may be 
an e ffective  strategy for learning complex cognitive tasks. I t  was 
hypothesized that the use of feedforward would be an effective  
tra in ing strategy and would result in improved ra te r  accuracy when 
compared with control conditions. In addition, this study allowed for  
exploratory comparisons between the use of feedforward and feedback.
The results from the study generally do not support the 
hypothesis that the use of feedforward would be an e ffec tive  training  
strategy for improving the accuracy of performance ratings. When the 
mean of the feedforward conditions was compared with the control 
groups, no differences were found on e ither of the correlational 
accuracy measures. With both Cronbach's accuracy s ta t is t ic s  and the 
extended accuracy design, s ignificant effects were found for 
stereotype accuracy. The difference for stereotype accuracy with both
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of these approaches, however, indicated that the feedforward 
conditions were s ign ifican tly  less accurate than the dimension- 
tra in ing control.
Examination of the means for the groups receiving feedforward on 
the correlational accuracy per ratee measure reveals an interesting  
finding relevant to the effectiveness of feedforward. The group that 
received target score feedforward information was very accurate on the 
correlational accuracy per ratee measure. The mean correlational 
accuracy per ratee score for the target score/ feedforward group (z = 
1.0393 or F  = .77) is notably larger than the values reported in 
previous studies (Hoffman & Dossett, 1984, F  = .41; McIntyre et a l . ,  
1984, F  = .55; Dickinson & Silverhart, 1986, F  = .38). This result 
suggests that rater tra in ing programs which present target score 
information in the form of feedforward may be effective  at improving 
performance ratings. In l ig h t  of th is finding, additional research 
investigating feedforward as a training strategy is warranted.
In terms of the comparison between the effectiveness of 
feedforward and feedback, the results of the study do not ju s t i fy  
strong conclusions. The groups which received feedback were found to 
be sign ificantly  more accurate on the correlational accuracy per 
dimension measure than those receiving feedforward. The corresponding 
e ffe c t ,  however, was not found with e ither Cronbach's stereotype 
accuracy, or the rating sources by dimensions by mode interaction in 
the extended accuracy design ( i . e . ,  stereotype accuracy). Consistency 
with regards to the results on these three measures would be expected 
since they all  measure the use of dimensions across ratees.
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Factors Contributing to the Results
The results from th is  study suggest that the type and mode of 
information presented in ra ter  tra in ing  do not d i f fe re n t ia l ly  e ffect  
the accuracy of performance ratings. One contributing factor for this  
finding is suggested by the evaluations of dimension training which 
was given to a l l  experimental groups and the dimension-training 
control group. The purpose of the dimension tra ining was to provide 
the participants with an understanding of how the behavioral 
dimensions were being defined and how the rating forms should be used 
to make ratings on each of the dimensions. The difference between the 
experimental groups and the no-training control group that was 
detected at the end of tra ining ( i . e . ,  the post-training tes t)  was not 
detected the following day before the rating task was performed ( i . e . ,  
the pre-task te s t ) .  While this finding may be attr ibutab le  to 
in sen s it iv ity  of the measures, i t  is possible that the e ffect of the 
dimension training diminished during the time between when the 
tra in ing was administered and the rating task performed. Although 
diminishing effects for tra ining have previously been reported 
(Goldstein, 1980), the conclusion that information loss was 
responsible for the present results is alarming since the time in 
question is so short.
In another study which used similar dimension tra ining (Johnson, 
1987), differences between experimental and control groups were found 
on both post-training and pre-task evaluations. Johnson's (1987) 
study differed from the present study in that a behavioral checklist 
was used as a heuristic in the dimension tra in ing, and the dimension 
tra in ing was combined with rater tra in ing based on a cognitive
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
70
modeling strategy. Perhaps the checklist is a necessary heuris t ic .
In addition, perhaps the cognitive modeling approach to ra ter  tra in ing  
is more e ffective  than the frame-of-reference approach in the present 
study. Future research should investigate these differences.
A second factor which may have contributed to the results of th is  
study is  the rating forms that were u t i l iz e d .  Comments on the post- 
experimental questionnaire indicated that participants had d i f f ic u l ty  
d iffe ren tia t in g  between the effectiveness of various anchors on the 
BARS forms and therefore had d i f f ic u l ty  in selecting appropriate 
ratings. Rigorous scaling procedures, based on Taylor's  (1968) 
ranking technique, were u t i l iz e d  in the development of these rating  
forms (see Campbell, 1986). While th is  ranking method required 
agreement among raters as to the re la t ive  ordering of various 
behaviors that were selected as anchors, i t  did not necessitate the 
selection of anchors representing a fu l l  range of e ffec tive  and 
ine ffec tive  behaviors. Perhaps the use of a rating procedure in the 
development of the rating forms would produce anchors which are more 
easily d iffe ren tia ted .
F ina lly ,  a th ird  factor that may have contributed to the present 
results involves a combination of the partic ipants ' motivation and the 
complexity of the rating task. I t  was hoped that compensating the 
participants for th e ir  time would provide su ff ic ien t  motivation to 
ensure attentiveness to the tra in ing materials and the rating stim uli.  
Remuneration, however, was contingent only on being physically present 
during the tra in ing and the rating sessions. I f  the perception could 
be developed in participants that the compensation was at least in 
part contingent on th e ir  performance, then one could be more confident
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that su ff ic ien t  motivation did ex ist to ensure attentiveness. 
Motivation of the participants is  extremely important in performance 
rating research because of the complexity of the task that is  
involved. Perhaps, even with motivated partic ipants , the nature of 
the task is too complicated to tra in  naive individuals to perform in 
single sessions that las t  two to three hours.
Analytical Approaches to Measuring Accuracy
An issue raised by th is  research concerns what is the most 
appropriate approach to analyze the accuracy of performance ratings. 
This issue is quite complicated, since in addition to the three 
approaches that were used in th is  study, other approaches (e .g . ,  
signal detection theory; Lord, 1985) and s ta t is t ics  (e .g . ,  distance 
accuracy) are endorsed in the l i te ra tu re .  With the existence of 
several approaches for measuring the accuracy of ratings, there is  a 
strong need for description of the re la t ive  merits and shortcomings of 
the various approaches.
Of the approaches used in the present study, a question exists as 
to the rigor of the correlational accuracy measures. One area of 
concern relates to the s ta b i l i ty  of these measures, especially  
correlational accuracy per ratee. Correlations based on a small 
number of scores are l ik e ly  to be unreliable . In the present study 
correlational accuracy per ratees was computed based on only three 
sets of ratings and correlational accuracy per dimensions was based on 
seven.
In addition, since these measures are based on correlations, 
variance is assumed both in partic ipants' ratings and the target  
scores. In cases where no variance is present in a set of ratings,
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the accuracy score becomes zero. In the present study, there were a 
substantial number of cases (16 percent) in which participants  
provided the same numerical rating on a l l  three dimensions for a 
particu lar ratee and thus received a correlational accuracy per ratee 
score of zero.
Both Cronbach's accuracy s ta t is t ics  and the extended accuracy 
designs allow researchers to evaluate the manner in which experimental 
manipulations a ffect Cronbach's (1955) accuracy components. In the 
present study, the two approaches resulted in re la t iv e ly  consistent 
findings. Both approaches detected that with stereotype accuracy the 
dimension-training control group was more accurate than the 
experimental groups and the feedforward groups. A s ignificant  
advantage with the extended accuracy design is that when differences 
are detected, the nature of the differences can be investigated with 
post hoc analyses. In the present study, post hoc analyses indicated 
that for stereotype accuracy there were not s ignificant differences 
between the ratings and target scores on any of the dimensions for the 
dimension-training control group. For the mean of the experimental 
groups and the feedforward groups, however, there were s ignificant  
differences between the ratings and target scores on the problem 
analysis and problem solution dimensions. The a b i l i t y  to trace 
inaccuracies in the ratings to such specific levels makes a 
significant contribution to an understanding of the ratings.
I t  should be noted that the analyses with Cronbach's accuracy 
s ta t is t ics  detected one s ignificant finding that was not detected with 
the extended accuracy design. This finding was that the experimental 
groups had s ign ificantly  greater d iffe ren tia l  elevation than the
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dimension-training control group. Differences in the s ta t is t ica l  
power that each of the approaches to measuring the accuracy of ratings 
possess is an area that future researchers w il l  have to explore. 
Practical Implications
Implications of the results of th is  study are limited by the 
paucity of differences that were detected. Two findings, however, do 
have implications that are worthy of being mentioned. These findings 
were the s ign ifican t e f fe c t  for ratees on the correlational accuracy 
per ratee measure and the s ignificant e ffe c t  for dimensions on the 
correlational accuracy per dimension measure. These significant  
effects suggest that some ratees and some dimensions may be more 
d i f f i c u l t  to make accurate ratings on than others. When developing a 
rater tra ining program, information concerning particu lar behavioral 
dimensions, or the characteristics of ratees that are d i f f i c u l t  to 
rate could be useful in designing tra in ing content to deal with these 
d i f f ic u l t ie s .
Summary and Conclusions
In summary, the results from this study indicate that the rater  
training was not e ffec tive  at improving the accuracy of performance 
ratings. Support was not found for the hypothesis that tra ining with 
target score information, or target score information combined with a 
behavioral rationale for the expert ratings would result in less 
accurate ratings than tra in ing only incorporating the behavioral 
rationale. Since no differences were found between any of the types 
of tra in ing information, conclusions about th e ir  unique contribution  
to the effectiveness of training cannot be made. Support was also not 
found for the hypothesis that ratings would be more accurate when
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raters receive tra ining information by means of feedforward than when 
control tra in ing was provided in which the tra in ing  information was 
not presented.
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Scripts for Interview Simulations
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S c r ip t  fo r  T ra in in g  S im ulation #1
T: So how do you l ik e  working here at our store here?
D: Good. I t ' s  a lo t  busier than what I'm used to; but, generally I 
l ike  i t  pretty well.
T: How have you adjusted to the big c ity  l i fe ?
D: I t ' s  good. Again, i t  is  a lo t more crowded, but i t ' s ,  i t ' s  f ine .
T: Ok, le t 's  talk about a few things here. O verall, you have done a 
pretty decent job, but there is  some room for improvement. That is  
why we are here, not to c r i t ic iz e  or anything, but what we're trying
to do here is ta lk  about a few things and hope that we can build for
the future, to improve on everyone's performance, not ju s t  yours or 
mine but everybody's. Everybody needs to open up the lines of 
communication. The f i r s t  thing I noticed is that you need to delegate 
some of your responsibilit ies a l i t t l e  more thoroughly. You seem to 
have trouble delegating. You seem to want to have a hands-on approach 
to accomplishing the tasks in your department. I'm sure that at your 
las t job your department was a lo t  smaller and you had to take a 
hands-on approach and assume a lo t  of these responsib ilit ies . Here we 
would l ike  you to take the role of supervisor. What we would l ike  you 
to do is delegate and le t  the others do the work, and just guide them 
along in th e ir  duties, not sc much to do them yourself and assume the 
responsibilit ies.
D: Well, I try  to do that.
T: Ok, w ell,  what we would l ik e  to see in the future is for you to 
expand on that role. Delegate some of the decision-making. The 
lesser decisions should go to some people in your department. Urn, 
that way we can see how they do. Sort of groom them along, and the 
only way that you are going to move up is to groom someone who can 
take your position.
D: Well, I ' l l  try  to do that. I jus t  hope that they do the work when 
I t e l l  them to.
T: Well, that's  i t .  I t ' s  not so much te l l in g  them as i t  is teaching 
them. You know how to do the job. You do i t  very well. The tr ick  
now is for you to teach someone else, your subordinates. Delegate 
the responsibility to them. Let them make the decisions and teach 
them so you can move up in the organization.
D: I w il l  try .
T: OK, good. I noticed when I observed you that sometimes you need a
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
86
l i t t l e  more patience in dealing with your employees. A lo t  of times 
they don't know as much as you, and i t  is  frustra ting . I know with 
myself one of my biggest problems is trying to teach people things 
because I don't have a lo t  of patience, but i t  is  something that we're 
a ll  going to have to work on. We have to t ry .  What you need to do is 
give them the benefit of your years of experience and tra in ing and 
then you can inpart that on the people that work for you. That way 
they w il l  be better workers, so when you are away from the job the 
person you leave in charge, you 'll know can handle the job so when you 
come back a fte r  the weekend you know that everything w il l  be in order.
D: Well, I 'v e  been trying to do that. I jus t  have some people who 
don't want to work.
T: Ok, w e ll,  do you think there are some people in your department who 
don't belong there?
D: Yes. I think there are a couple of people who shouldn't be in that 
department.
T: Ok, w ell,  do you think that those people are destructing your 
department?
D: Well, I told them things to do and they don't always do i t .
T: And what happens when they don't do i t?
D: Then I do i t .
T: Oh, Ok. I f  that job is going to get done you need to s i t  down with 
that person, not ye ll ing  or screaming or anything, but s i t  down with 
them and teach them how to do i t .  In a patient manner explain i t  to
them and t e l l  them what needs to be done and sort of set a goal. Give
them a task, set a goal and le t  them accomplish that.
D: Ok.
T : Does that sound reasonable?
D: Yes, I ' l l  try  to do that.
T: Ok. Now the other thing -  Urn, how are you handling scheduling at 
your department?
D: Pretty much the same way I did at my other store.
T: Ok, and how was that?
D: Well, I had a schedule set for my fu ll- t im ers  to work on weekends.
T: Ok. The way we try  to do things around here is we try  to rotate 
the weekend schedule, that way i t  gives everyone a chance to have the 
weekends o f f ,  as well as giving everyone a chance to work with 
everyone else on the weekends. That way everyone has a weekend o f f ,
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and tha t 's  good because everyone likes to have a weekend o f f ,  as I'm
sure you do, to spend with th e ir  children.
0: Well, I wish people would t e l l  me tha t.  I mean no one has
mentioned th is  to me a t  a l l .  I feel l ik e  they're coming to you with 
a ll  th e ir  problems, and I to ld them that i f  they had things they were 
concerned about they could come to me.
T: Ok. They should come to you. You are perfectly r ight. I am not 
saying that people come here, I ju s t  heard a few things and I just  
want to get things out into the open so we can ta lk  about them. Urn, 
maybe you need to have a meeting with your employees to bring some of 
these problems out in the open. Just have a meeting, maybe even away 
from the o ff ice  so that th e y ' l l  feel more comfortable speaking with 
you. Now, that way we can open the lines of communication. I t ' s  
nothing personal. I f  they're not bringing the problem to you then you
can 't read th e ir  minds. I know that.  We need to open up the
communications, I think th is  is  the most important thing we have to 
try  and do. Ok, now, the job rating I'm going to give you for this  
f i r s t  period here is ju s t  an average rating . Now, I know you are used 
to higher ratings, but I think that with coming to a new store, and 
the new employees and adjusting to the big c ity  l i f e ,  I think tha t 's  
the major part of tha t.  Urn, I expect you to be receiving higher 
ratings in the future as you have in the past.
D: Well, I think I ' l l  be a lr ig h t ,  i t ' s  tne people I have.
T: Well, the problem is though, that you're jus t  one person and 
however many people there are in your department, 15 or 20, urn, we 
can 't just wipe out a l l  of those people when we bring a new manager 
in . We have to work with what we have. The labor pool here is a 
l i t t l e  d iffe ren t  than what you're used to back home, and alot of the 
people you 'll  be working with won't be what you're used to. Sometimes 
you 'll  t e l l  them to do something and they won't always do i t .  So what 
we have to do here is  have a l i t t l e  more patience. I know i t ' s  tough,
th a t 's  why I'm saying to you use the hands-off approach. Don't assume
the responsib ilit ies but delegate the responsib ilit ies  to your 
employees and be with them. Show them how to do i t  and be with them 
until they've done i t  a few times, until they feel very comfortable 
with i t .  Ok, now, i t  takes a lo t  of patience, I know i t  does because 
that is  one of my major problems, so I can sympathize with you. Now, 
i f  you need any help or advice in the future don't hesitate to come to 
me because I know i t  is fru s tra t ing , and I can empathize with you
because I 'v e  been through i t  a l l  myself.
D: Ok.
T: Urn, l ik e  I said, I don't see any problem with things improving. I 
think you have a l l  the right qua lif ica tions . You have done a good job
in the past, and I expect you 'll  do a good job in the future.
D: Ok.
T: A lr ig h t,  w e ll ,  thanks very much for dropping by, and in the next
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six months I hope to give you a higher rating.
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Script for Training Simulation #2 
K: How are things going?
D: Pretty well. I have been busy, but I think things are going OK.
K: How's the family?
D: Fine.
K: Kids doing alright?
D: Yeah, they're doing okay.
K: I t ' s  quite an adjustment moving from a smaller store to one quite
as large as we are.
D: Yeah. I t  has been an adjustment. I mean there are a lo t  more
customers to deal with but I think I have done pretty well. I mean I
l ik e  the higher volume. I l ike  keeping busy.
K: Good. Well, I know you are working rea lly  hard.
D: Yeah.
K: So, how are things going in your department?
D: About as well as could be expected, I guess.
K: Any problems?
D: There are just problems that you would normally expect, I guess.
K: Like what kind of problems?
D: Well, I don't think I'm always getting the support I am asking
for.
K: Okay. So, you're having problems with the responsibility that you 
delegate. Do you think that your employees are not handling this  
responsibility?
D: That's i t  for the most part.
K: You feel that your employees are not handling this responsibility?
D: That's i t .
K: Ok. There have been some problems in your department with things
not getting done and hasty decisions being made. What can we do to
help you with your scheduling and overcome some of these personnel
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problems?
D: Well we can get r id  of some of the people or give them more money.
K: You feel that giving them more money...
D: Well, I think tha t 's  to some extent part of i t .  They are not
motivated to work i f  we are jus t  paying them 53.50 hour.
K: Well, some of your employees have complained that they are not
given responsibility  and they f e e l . . .
D: I have tr ied  to give them responsibility .
K: Yes, okay.
D: I have tr ied  to do that.
K: Maybe we can work together and set up some real goals and layout
how we can delegate some of that responsibility  and hold your
employees more accountable.
D: That w il l  be fine with me.
K: Ok. Some of your employees have also expressed that you sometimes 
show a lack of concern on occasion.
D: They said that to you?
K: Yes.
D: See when I came here I told these people that I had a open door
policy. I f  they had problems or had things on th e ir  mind that they 
could come and see me. No one has approached me yet.
K: Ok. I think your employees are maybe feeling that they can't  
communicate with you, that you are not receptive to the ir  problems.
D: They haven't given me a chance to be.
K: So you don't think your employees are giving you a chance? Do you
think there is a personality co n fl ic t  between you and your employees?
D: I don't think so. Not for the most part. I mean, there are a
couple of people that I ' l l  t e l l  them to do something and they don't do 
i t .  But for the most part, no, 1 don't think there is any con fl ic t  at 
a l l .  From my eyes there is not.
K: Okay. I f  you are responsible for the employees in your department 
then i t  is  up to you to take action when the employees are not 
performing th e ir  duties. Are you dealing with on a regular basis and 
giving them feedback for th e ir  performance of the job?
D: Probably not every single time because I don't have time to
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babysit these people. I mean, they have been been here a lo t  longer 
than I have and they should know how to do the job. Now, do you agree 
with me or not?
K: Oh, sure.
D: Then in that case I am doing the best I can. I try  to t e l l  them 
what to do and there are so many other things I have to get done that
I don't always have time to go back and follow up.
K: Ok. How can we re lieve  some of that work that you have daily that 
seems to get you so bogged down? Can we help you in any way?
D: You can get me some more help.
K: Get you some more help? And yet you have employees in your
department that sometimes feel that they don't have things to do to 
keep them busy. How can we delegate some more work to them and keep 
them motivated and challenged in th e ir  job?
D: I thought I was.
K: Okay. Maybe these are some of the things that you can look at try
to work on. S p ec if ica l ly ,  set up job descriptions for your employees
or le t  them know what you expect of them and how i t  is going to be 
measured when the job gets done. Mow I know that takes time in the 
beginning, but I think that you 'l l  find that i t  w il l  save you time in 
the long run, and w il l  give you a chance to manage instead of doing 
the job yourself.
D: I can t ry ,  I guess.
K: Okay. Well l e t 's  see how things go in about a month, and l e t ’s 
get back together. What do you think about that?
D: Thats' f ine  with me.
K: Okay. I appreciate your a tt itude  in try ing to work with them.
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S c r ip t  fo r  T ra in in g  S im ulation  #3
A: Pat, urn, I see that you've been transferred from Kendall 66 to 
Kendall 15, and you have favorable recommendations, so i t  looks like  
your doing a pretty good job. There are a few small incidents that 
I 'v e  been informed about.
D: Problems?
A: Yes. One is that I 'v e  been to ld  that you have poor decision­
making judgments.
D: Who told you that?
A: Urn, (pauses and looks up) I uh, I uh have been informed that, you
know. Well, I have a specific incident here where you ordered picnic
tables without checking last year's inventory records.
D: Well, that wasn't my fa u l t .  We had such a crowd rush that day 
there was no way we could have had enough picnic tables ordered.
A: And this resulted in underordering of merchandise that was needed.
D: Again, that was because of the crowd rush.
A: Crowd rush that we weren't expecting?
D: Mo, I mean there's no way we could have been able to t e l l  that.
A: And you've been scheduling the same fu l l  time employees to work on 
weekend nights.
D: Right, I thought that's  the way they wanted i t .
A: Well maybe, you could uh, you know, move them around and have 
other employees working on weekend nights.
D: You see, I feel l ike  they're te l l in g  you a ll  th e ir  problems and not
saying anything to me.
A: Well, I ' l l ,  uh, ta lk  to them about that. Maybe they should be
ta lk ing to you instead of to me but I am ta lk ing to you about this
now. So uh, why don't you go back to your subordinates and talk  
to them about i t .  Maybe some people that have been working long week 
end hours would rather not work on weekends. And i t  says that you do 
alot of work that you could delegate to other people, that you do some 
jobs that a s ta ffe r  could be doing.
D: Well, I'm ultimately responsible for how this department goes, so 
i t s ,  you know, I want to make sure things are done correctly. I feel 
l ike  you're saying that I'm the problem in a l l  of th is  and I don't
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agree w ith  th a t .
A: (pauses while looking down at paper) Well i t  is important to, um
you know, rely on the help of others and not do a l l  the work yourself.
D: Oh, I agree. I 'v e  told some of my people to do things.
A: You have been working 60 hours a week and (pause while looking 
down at paper) i t  says here that you yelled a t  a s ta f fe r  . . .
D: Well, I did because I'm sure there was reason to.
A: What, what exactly happened ?
D: I told John to set the display up front.
A: Uh huh.
D: And when I went up there he had i t  a l l  screwed up. So I had to do 
i t  myself.
A: Um, w ell, I ' l l  ta lk  to John about that, (pause) Well, I ' l l  ta lk  to 
some of your people that you work with and uh, w e'll  see.
D: OK I appreciate that, I mean, am I going to get a bad review ?
A: Um, maybe, a mixed review.
D: See I think I'm taking the blame for a lo t of things that are my
people's fa u lt .
A: Uhm, I didn't consider that. I ' l l  ta lk  to uh, I ' l l  ta lk to some
people.
D: OK, I appreciate i t .
A: OK
D: Is that all?
A: Yes
D: OK, thanks.
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S c r ip t  fo r  Experim ental S im ulation  #1
0: How's i t  been going since you started here at Kendall 66?
D: I t  is  going pretty good, a lo t  busier than the other store, but 
generally I l ik e  i t .
0: Good, well as I indicated in your f i r s t  week when you came in to 
s ta r t  working here, that periodically  what I l ike  to do is s i t  down 
with new people and to ta lk  about th e ir  performance, to ta lk  about 
some of those things which you are doing well and areas that perhaps 
need a l i t t l e  improvement in them, and ways I can help you to work on 
those...
D: Ok.
0 : . . .S e t  up a development plan, and then come back at a la te r  date 
and see how we arp doing. One of the things that I 'v e  certainly  
observed in yc r work since you've been here is the amount of 
enthusiasm and the amount of time you spend in working. You seem to 
put a lo t  of e f fo r t  into your work.
D: Well I feel l ik e  i ts  my department and I want to make sure that i t  
runs wel1.
0: Do you tend to be satis fied  with how your employees are doing?
D: They're ok.
0: What sort of employee relationships did you have in your previous
job?
D: We were close. I mean a l l  the people would, i f  they had problems,
I f e l t  l ike  they could ta lk  to me, and visa versa. I f  I told them 
something to do they would do i t  and those type of things. But I 
thought we were a real good group.
0: Good, Good. A couple of the areas that I 'v e  observed that I'm a 
l i t t l e  concerned with is perhaps in making some of your decisions. 
Sometimes I get the impression that you might be a l i t t l e  b i t  hasty 
and not thinking them through.
D: Why's that?
0: Well, Um, sometimes in scheduling some of your employees, in that 
you had some of them working on weekends, fu l l  time employees, and uh, 
that's  not the best u t i l iz a t io n  of them. (Dolph interrupts while he 
continues to ta lk ,  "some of them have complained")
D: That's our busiest time. They've complained to you?
0: Well, I 'v e  heard complaints that have come from other people.
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D: Well, see tha t 's  something I don't understand. I to ld  these
people when I came to work here that i f  they have problems they can 
come to me and and they're  already not doing i t .
0: Are you getting any feedback from them at a l l?
D: No, I mean tha t 's  the f i r s t  I 'v e  heard about that s ituation .
0: Ok, i t  certa in ly  is  appropriate for them to do that. Another one 
of the concerns that I have is in the area of time management. I'm a 
l i t t l e  concerned you may burn yourself out in the number of hours that 
you're working (Dolph interrupts at number of hours "Well I'm working 
a lo t  of hours"). You seem to be working 60 hours in a week and a l l ,  
you know in a short period of time probably, in special situations . . .
D: (in terrupts) But again I'm  doing i t  because I feel l ik e  I 'v e  got to
do i t .  I'm ultimately responsible for how well th is  department is
run, you know, and I 'v e  got to be here.
0: Sure, well sometimes and i t  certa in ly  is a d i f f i c u l t  thing for
people to learn how to do. I certa in ly  had d i f f ic u l ty  with i t  in my 
f i r s t  management position, in learning how to le t  things go and 
delegate them.
D: Well, I 'v e  tr ied  to do that.
0: That takes a long,long time to get comfortable with that and to 
expect other people to do i t  and feel comfortable with that. Um, the 
las t  area that concerns me a l i t t l e  b i t  is perhaps in being impatient 
with some of your employees and th e ir  doing things, perhaps maybe not 
being clear in your instructions to them of what you want them to do.
D: I 'v e  t r ie d  to t e l l  them what they need to get done. I expect them 
to do i t .  They've been here a lo t  longer than I have.
0: Um hum, well sometimes i t  helps to define for people so that they
w ill  know what your expectations are rather than sort of jus t  ,you 
know, demanding, sometimes i t  helps, i t  helps to c la r i fy  for them what 
your performance standards are. You know a ll  managers operate a 
l i t t l e  b i t  d i f fe re n t ly .  I t  w il l  take them some adjustment period for  
them to get used to you.
D: I ' l l  t ry  to that. I 'v e  tr ied  to do that a couple of other times,
and i t  doesn't always seem to work.
0: Yes, w ell,  I think that i f  you keep at i t  over a period of time as 
they adjust to you th e y ' l l  get used to that and your expectations of 
them. Um, perhaps I should ask you i f  there are any particu lar areas 
that you would, that you feel you need help on, that you would l ik e ,  
you know, to put into the development plan that we are going to put 
together.
D: Well, jus t  that I 'v e ,  you know, I 'v e  tried  to t e l l  some things to
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some people and i ts  not always done very w e ll.  Tha t’ s . . . I  never had 
that at my other store.
0: Do you, uh, can you identify  any of the reasons for that
di fference?
D: No, I don't know what the reason is .  I mean, the people here just  
don't seem to be motivated to do the job. I mean I 'v e  to ld  them 
things to do, and I 'v e  gone to check behind them and i ts  e ither not 
done very well or not a l l .  And I have to do i t  myself.
0: Um hum.
D: I think one thing is the money. I think we're not paying these 
people enough. I would think that for the type of work that they are 
doing we could pay them more. I would l ik e  to give a l l  these people a 
raise or ju s t  get them out and get some people in that want to work.
0: Well, th a t 's  certa in ly  something that we can look a t ,  and ta lk  with 
our personnel people to look at our salary scales and see what we can 
do about that.
D: I think th a t 's  something we need to do.
0: Ok, tha t 's  a good suggestion. We'll certa in ly  look into  that.
What I 'd  l ik e  to do is to meet again witn you in another month and to 
s i t  down and ta lk  to see how you are doing. You know, and ta lk  again 
about what areas are working well for you, and what areas s t i l l  may 
need a l i t t l e  more work on. I t  certa in ly  takes, takes time to get up 
to speed in working in a d iffe ren t place.
D: Yes, i t  takes time to adjust.
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S c r ip t  fo r  Experim ental S im ulation  #2
J: I'm Chris Palmer, I don't know i f  we've met previous to this or 
not. How do you l ik e  i t  here, working here, compared to the other 
store?
D: I l ik e  i t  pretty well. I t ' s  a lo t busier. There's more volume so 
there's a lo t  more customers and alot more s ta f f .  But I l ik e  i t  pretty  
w ell.  I mean, i ts  a nice store, I l ik e  keeping busy.
J: Yes. I can t e l l .  You've been putting a lot of hours in s o . . .u h . . .  
is i t  u h . . . i f  i ts  busier and you're staying busier, I mean, how's i t ,  
and the volume's more...
D: Yes, we jus t  have more customer t r a f f ic  so I'm here a lo t more.
J: We want you to work out well here at the store, we've done an
evaluation. We do evaluations twice a year on people. I don't know 
how the other stores have been doing them. We do them twice a year.
We want to make sure everyone understands what th e ir  responsibilit ies  
are and they're doing a ll  r igh t.  I was worried about...the o n ly . . . I  
see some good things. Sixty hours, tha t 's  a lo t of hours you can put 
into a week. I know you've ju s t  been bushed and a ll  that. I wanted to 
encourage you t o . . .um.. .put your people to work as much as you can.
D: (interrupts) Well, I mean I try  to do that.
J: (continues) So we might take some of this load off you, rather than 
overworking you. You're not going to do us any good when you're worn 
out.
D: Well I 'v e  t r ie d .  I 've  t r ied  to give my people more work.
J: How many people you got working under you righ t now?
D: I have about 16.
J: 16, OK. Are you keeping them plenty busy so you can ta k e . . .
D: Well, I mean I 'v e  tr ie d  to give them work to do.
J: Are you work...What I . . . I  think where I'm mostly concerned is I see 
how many hours you are putting in and I want you to be able to figure  
out a way so that you can cut down your hours and put your people to 
work as much as possible.
D: I ,  w ell, I feel l ike  I am ultimately responsible for the success of
the department and i f  things need to be done I need to make sure i t  is
done and that's  why I'm working so much.
J: Have you got particu lar work categories for leaving people so that
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work...so that they know autom atically .. .so they know where th e ir  
assignments are, where th e ir  responsib ilit ies  are. Do you have a 
clear c u t . . .s o  that they know and you know w here ...fo r  each situation  
rather than having them come in and watching a l l  the time they pretty  
much know where your categories are.
D: I thought they did. I mean they've been here longer than I have 
and I jus t assumed they knew what th e ir  jobs were.
J: But you're not too sure?
D: Apparently not. I mean I . . .
J: ( in terrupts) Well I think, I think i t  would be beneficial for you,
again 6 0 . . . I think you are working as much as 60 hours a week and 
um ...I  know i t  is a big jump from the store you were at to this store 
so um ...I'm  wondering i f  you might want to get together with your 
people to work underneath you to have maybe a meeting to define some 
of the responsibilit ies that have been going.. .Because before you got 
here the man that you took.. .whosever place you took probably had 
policies established and I think we need to reinforce how you want to 
have your people function what...what capacity you want them to 
function in and that w il l  take some of the load o ff  of you so you 
don't have to put in those long hours l ike  you've been doing. And i t  
does the company no good to have you worn out a l l  the time and having 
to extend yourself so fa r .  Um, I suggest,and I trus t your judgment on 
this,and I suggest, that i t  would be good to get together with the 
people that work for you and jus t  c la r i fy  for your own sake, and for 
the ir  sake how your responsibilit ies are going to flow. And, uh ...  
you've got some good people working under you and I'm pretty sure that 
from what a ll  I 'v e  heard are pretty responsible, and they probably 
want that responsibility  assigned to them i f  you can get comfortable 
with that. I t ' s  hard sometimes to turn over.. .uh .. .turn over 
responsibility because i t ' s  hard to...because sometimes i t  feels l ike  
you are losing some control.
D: I 'v e  tr ied  to give them some responsibility  and they haven’ t
re a l ly ,  haven't always taken i t .
J: Can you give me an example?
D: Well I to ld  John the other day to f ix  the display in front and i t  
rea lly  wasn't done very well or done, you know, a halfway jo b . . .
J: (in terrupts) To your expectations?
D: So I had to do i t  myself.
J: Could you have had John redo i t?  Would he have made
improvements.. .next time your're going to have that same go round with 
him next time you ask him to do a display. Either you're going to 
have to do i t  yourself or you're going to have to get John...or you're 
going to redo what John did. And t h a t 's . . . i n  essence that's  going to 
make i t  harder on you, number one because you're going to have to go
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behind him a l l  the time, and number two, I think i t ' s  going to make 
him feel bad about himself because he can see what you're doing, that  
you're following behind him and doing tha t so i t ' s  going to demoralize 
him and i t ' s  going to wear you out. U m . . . i t 's  a h a rd . . . I  think i t ' s  
hard te ll in g .. .keep in g  other people in l in e  is a hard job but from 
your own work load you don't have the time to be redoing any work for  
him.
D: No.
J: You can work with them a l i t t l e  b i t . . .u h . . .and te l l  him in other
words in tha t case t e l l  him what he did wrong because you've got that  
expertise. He's ca ll ing  on what information and knowledge he's got on 
h is . . . in  his background and you see a bigger overall p icture, probably 
see more of the business a l l  the way around because you're the manager 
so go ahead and call on your expertise and t e l l  him what he did wrong 
that time. Uh...and h e ' l l  probably be a l i t t l e  miffed at f i r s t ,  but 
he w il l  probably think about i t  and see th a t  what you're saying is 
r ig h t . . .b e t te r  that than do i t  over and him seeing that his work is 
changed and that we d idn 't  give him the benefit  of learning from i t .
Go ahead and see i f  we can 't . . .y o u  know go ahead and delegate that job 
to him to do again. Show him what points you want improved and the 
next time he w il l  be a better man and you won't be so worn out. For 
60 hours you can 't  keep th is  up.
D: Yeah, I ' l l  try .
J: OK. I appreciate the hours t h a t . . . t h a t ’ s a lo t of hard work and 
that means you have a lo t  of loyalty  there. I don't think anyone is
going to put in 60 hours and not have loya lty  to the company. I
appreciate th a t .  We ju s t  don't want to wear our workhorses out, 
because we want you to be around for awhile in the company. We want 
you to practice getting those people underneath you to do what they've 
been paid to do and we want you to show them how to do i t ,  not be 
spending your hours doing i t  fo r  them. Other than that everything
looks good. I think you can slow down on the hours and increase the
number of things that you can .. .pu t these other people to good work.
I t  w il l  keep them out of trouble that way, and I think i t  w il l  work 
out a lr ig h t.  Is there any question that you have of what 
responsib ilit ies  or obligations or um ...tha t you are having that we 
can work on now, and find some objectives to reach before we have our 
next performance evaluation?
D: No, not re a l ly .
J: Not r e a l ly . . .because I'm sure i t ' s  a two-way street. Sometimes
these situations get kind of locked into the manager. Upper 
management sort of cracks a whip and the other person doesn't have 
much input. I hope that we can get you o f f  th is  60-hour a week 
routine as much as possible because, l ik e  I said, i t  doesn't do us any 
good i f  you're so worn out that you can 't  do what you need to do.
Well, I 've  sure enjoyed seeing you again.
D: (nods his head)
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J: And we w ill  meet here a f te r  6 months and go over again to see how
well you can get these other people underneath you to work, and you 
come back with me with what you think can be done.
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S c r ip t  fo r  Experim ental S im u la tion  #3
R: Okay, i t  is performance evaluation time.
D: Yes.
R: Pat, i t  seems you came from store #15 with a favorable
recommendation. Your performance evaluations in the past have been
good. I don't understand what has been happening since you came to 
our store.
D: Why do you say that?
R: Well, i t  seems you have been making some very hasty decisions.
This is ju s t  one example, but there was a time you ordered picnic 
tables without even checking las t year's inventory.
D: Well, I don't rea lly  consider that my fa u l t .
R: Whose fa u lt  would i t  be?
D: Well, you saw how busy we were that day. Nobody could have
guessed r ight on the picnic tables.
R: Why d idn 't  you just look in las t  year's records? You never, ever,
you don't have to have a degree to know that you never order anything 
without checking the stock to see what we already have.
D: I thought I ordered the r ight amount.
R: Well that cost us because there were alot of things we couldn't
order because we ordered those. I t  also seems you have been 
repeatedly scheduling the same employees for week-end nights. Do you 
have a grudge against these people or what?
D: No, I jus t  thought they wanted to do that. At my other store the
fu ll - t im ers  loved the weekends because they could make th e ir  most 
money.
R: Well, have you talked to your employees here? I mean not everybody 
is  a l ike . Maybe the employees at your other store needed the money, 
but with the system here we are getting complaints about i t .  Your 
employees obviously don't want i t  that way. I think maybe you need to 
ta lk  to them.
D: Well, I told these people when I came here that I had an open door 
policy. I f  they had problems they could talk to me about them, no one
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has approached me about anything.
R: I think they might be scared of you Pat.
D: Scared of me?
R: Yeah. I t  seems you are very demanding. You yell at them.
D: Well, I have high standards.
R: I'm sure, I'm sure, but the way i t  gets through to me, i t  jus t
seems l ik e  you are not patient with them. You need to s i t  down and 
l is ten  to what they have to say. You can't s i t  there and yell a t  them 
for not knowing something, yell at them for not remembering 
something. I have an example here. Someone actually heard you 
say...two of your staffers  had asked you to explain how the inventory 
systems worked.
D: I remember that. Those two guys had been slacking o ff  a l l  day
long. They had not done anything.
R: Maybe they did not know how. Did you think of that?
D: Well, they have been here a lo t  longer than I have. They should
know how.
R: That's what i t  says you said. How are they going to know i f  there 
is no one to turn to to t e l l  them?
D: Well, they wanted me to go back and do th e ir  stock inventory for
them and I wasn't going to do that.
R: Well, I think you ju s t  need to s i t  down with your employees and
find out exactly where the problem is lying.
D: I can t e l l  you that.
R: So, you obviously think i t  is in your employees.
D: Well, i f  I t e l l  someone to do something and they don't do i t  or 
they don't do i t  very well then I have to go back behind them to do 
i t .
R: That's not the way i t  should be.
D: I know i t ' s  not. I t  was never l ike  that in my other store.
R: Something's jus t  not right here. Somewhere down the line  you are
not clicking with your employees. I 'v e  got six months before another
performance evaluation and I want to see something done. I don't care 
how you do i t ,  but somehow you've got to s ta r t  communicating with your 
employees.
D: I w il l  t ry .
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R: I f  i t  takes d isc ip line , i f  i t  takes a reward...
D: Well, see I agree with both of those. There are people here that
don't want to  work. I think we should e ith e r  get r id  of those people 
or get some people in that want to work, or give them more money. We 
pay these people minimium wage and th a t 's  the type of help we get.
R: Yes. I agree. But you know, try  the system i t  takes to get
respect. I want your employees to be able to respect you, but I also
don't want them to be scared of you. I want them to be able to come 
to you with a problem, and I want you to solve i t  with no c o n f l ic t .
D: I ' l l  t ry .
R: Okay.
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S c r ip t  fo r  Experim ental S im u la tion  #4
R: How are you doing today?
D: Pretty good.
R: Okay. I ,  uh, ju s t  wanted to ta lk  to you about your performance 
evaluation.
D: OK.
R: Ok, I noticed you're a real hard worker.
D: Yeah, I l ik e  to make sure things are done r ig h t.
R: Yes, I noticed from, ah, the other store, that looking at your 
recommendation, they said you work rea lly  hard.
D: Yeah, I try  to. I had a good store over there.
R: Ok, then compared to the other store, we're a bigger store over 
here, so that we have more s ta f f .  And i t  seems that you need to 
delegate more responsibility . You understand what I'm ta lk ing  
about when I say that?
D: Well, I'm working a lo t  of hours and I 'v e  tr ied  to delegate.
R: Yeah, I see that i t  says you're working up to 60 hours a week.
D: Yeah.
R: Now, I think what you need to do is that we have a pretty good 
s ta f f .  You need to le t  them help you out more, do things in the stock 
room and s tu ff .
D: Yeah, I t r ie d  a l l  that.
R: I t  seems that you need to take more time to schedule th e ir  hours
better and work on the inventory and s tu ff  l ike  that. Let them do 
more of work, so you can manage them.
D: Yeah, I t r ie d  to do that.
R: Is there a problem with your workers?
D: Yeah, well I to ld a couple of people to do something and they
d idn 't  do i t  quite r igh t. I t  wasn't up to my standards so I had to do
i t .
R: Can you give me an example?
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D: Well, I to ld  John to move some furniture fo r a display and i t  
wasn't done very w ell. He moved a couple pieces here and a couple 
pieces there. So, I ended up doing i t .
R: Well, did you t e l l  him exactly what you wanted done?
D: John's been here longer than I have. He should know how to do 
that.
R: (pause) Well, have you had any other problems with him?
D: Mot him spec if ica lly ,  no.
R: Well, what would you say in general with the s ta f f  you have here? 
Are you pretty satis fied  with them?
D: Ah, they're average.
R: Average. You think you give them enough responsibility?
D: Ah, l ik e  I said, I t r ie d  on more than one occassion. But you know
paying people $3.45 an hour, i t ' s  the type of help we get.
R: How do you think we can get them to show more responsibility?
D: I don't know. I mean, I would think that i f  you give them
anything, l e t  them do i t .  But, apparently tha t 's  not the case.
R: (pause) Well, maybe, maybe you should give them more 
responsibility? See how that works for awhile.
D: I can try .
R: I think that would be a real good idea.
D: OK.
R: I think, um, i f  you try  that, you, ah, you should have more time to 
attend to your other responsib ilit ies , see that things get done.
D: Yeah.
R: So, you know, so you can have more time, to , ah, schedule, to do 
the inventory, s tu ff  l ike  th a t . . .a h ,  take care of the problems.
D: What problems?
R: Well, l ik e  the ordering.
D: Oh, that wasn't my fa u l t .  I mean that we ju s t  had a big rush that 
day. I thought I ordered the right amount.
R: Okay, well I think to avoid, you say you had a rush that day? How
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come?
D: That's a good question. I think because we had such a good sale.
R: Well, I think in that kind of environment, I think what you need to 
do is i f  you l e t  your, ah, s ta f f  do more for y o u . . . le t  them do the 
stu ff  more.
D: OK, tha t 's  fine with me. I ' l l  be glad to do that.
R: Good, I think you give them more responsibility , you can spend more 
time, ah, doing the inventory ...ah , checking the stock, seeing what we 
need to order.
D: OK.
R: Well, l e t  me see what else I nave.
D: Something else? I feel l ik e  you're saying I'm doing a bad job, and
I think things are going pretty well.
R: Well, I don't know. I see how much you work and I know you're 
working very hard, but I think we can u t i l i z e  you better, ah, i f  your
not doing so much of the routine s tu f f ,  the day to day s tu f f ,  i f  your
doing more managing.
D: OK.
R: Yeah, I mean I ,  I see you out there 7 days a week, 10 hours a day, 
ah, moving furniture around, and tha t 's  not what we paid you for. We, 
ah, we don't rea lly  need that. We need a good manager.
D: Well, l ike  I said, I t r ied  that. I mean I t r ie d  to give them more 
responsibility .
R: Okay. Yeah, because we, ah, we d idn't hire you, ah, because we're 
paying you more than them. We're paying you more than we pay them.
We expect you to help out more in the running of the operation, okay?
D: OK, I can try .
R: Okay, well I think that should, should do i t .  Ah, i f  you have any 
more problems, feel free to come back and see me.
D: OK, f ine .
R: OK. Well, thank you.
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S c r ip t  fo r  Experim ental S im u la tion  #5
B: How are you doing Pat?
D: Pretty good.
B: Good, glad to see you. Glad you could come in .  So how is the new 
job going?
D: Good.
B: That's good.
D: I t ' s  a lo t  busier than I'm used to . But I think things are going 
pretty wel1.
B: Good, a lr ig h t ,  looks good. So, OK, as you know, this is  your 
performance evaluation, the f i r s t  one that you're going to get from 
me. And I 'd  l ik e  a l i t t l e  feedback before I s ta r t .  How are you 
rating your performance r igh t now on the job that you're doing?
D: Well, I think I'm doing a pretty good job. I'm putting in a lo t  of 
hours making sure that the department runs w ell, and I think things 
are going pretty smoothly.
B: Any part icu lar troubles you've had so far?
D: A couple of areas, but___
B: OK, a lr ig h t ,  well I 'v e  got a few problem areas that have come to 
my l ig h t .  And I 'd  l ik e  to discuss them with you as well. OK, as you 
know, you came with very high recommendations from number 15, Kendall 
15. And I was curious on a few areas. I t ' s  come to my attention that
you have, you know, have on occasion made some hasty decisions
without, without checking your records, things l ik e  that, and things 
along those lines . You know, making decisions before you've rea lly  
thought them out.
D: I'm not sure I know what you mean?
B: OK, w ell, for example, I had ahh...ahh, oh, remember those picnic
tables came in and you ordered...
D: Well, I don't rea lly  consider the picnic tables my fa u l t .  I mean 
we had such a crowd rush that day that I don't think anyone could have 
guessed the right amount.
B: Well, ok. But i f  you had checked the schedule, then, i f  you had 
checked the past orders, you'd notice that we always stack heavy for 
that season because there's a big order for i t .  And i t ' s  going to be 
getting used to the job, I'm sure, but you have to , you know, you have 
to think in those terms. And look at our old records, our past
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performances, and because t h a t ' l l  t e l l  you a lo t  of insights to things 
l ik e  that. Because ahh, we've got to be prepared, and we did lose 
quite a few customers on on that thing. OK?
D: Ok.
B: A lr ig h t,  another area, is the fu l l - t im e  workers. You know. I 've  
had some complaints.
D: My workers?
B: Yes.
D: They've complained to you?
B: Well, no, no I hear i t  from other sources. No, they d idn 't  
complain to me.
D: Well, see, I to ld  these people when I came here that I had an open 
door policy.
B: OK.
D: I f  they had problems, they could approach me. And no one has said 
anything to me about those problems.
B: No one has approached you about it?
D: No!
B: OK, a lr ig h t ,  well tha t 's  good. I f  you to ld  them that then, they 
d idn 't  t e l l  you...Well le t  me make a note of that. Because a lo t  of 
the fu l l - t im e  workers here at the store, they tend to think, well, 
that th e ir  weekends are, well that they've earned the right not to 
work on weekends, s tu ff  l ik e  that. And you see, you know, i t ' s  things 
l ike  that.
0: Well at my other store, fu ll - t im e rs  loved the weekends because 
th a t 's  when they could make th e ir  most money.
B: Really? Ok, a lr ig h t .  Then, i t ' s  the nights, especially, that 
they, rea lly  don't l ik e .  They want that time to do other things. I'm  
saying well i t ' s  probably that, i t ' s  from you changing from a bigger 
format here that i t  would i t  would make i t  more d i f f i c u l t .  I t ' s  
larger, and some of the things w il l  be d if fe re n t  and you ju s t  have to 
go along. All I'm doing h e r e . . . is ,  and don't take i t  negatively, ok? 
I'm ju s t  pointing out to you areas that I have seen as weaknesses in 
the changing, ok, and a lo t  of i t  is  probably coming from from a 
smaller to a larger format. You know and, and things l ik e  that. And 
alot of the policies are going to be a l i t t l e  d iffe ren t,  ok?, you 
know, not much. We try  to f i l l  you in as much as possible when you 
took over the job. But th is  is ju s t  my way of pointing out areas that 
I see. And you know, I don't want you jus t  to s i t  here and think I'm 
cutting down everything that you're doing. These are just weaknesses
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that have shown up. Let's  see ....another thing, w ell, the people 
around here, they l ike  to have, they l ik e  to have the tru s t of th e ir ,  
you know, th e ir  superiors.
D: Right.
B: And, they l ik e ,  prefer to , for th e ir  superiors to t e l l  them what to 
do and what...and then to have i t  done. I 'v e  noticed that you're a 
real hands-on type of manager, and rea l ly  getting in there. And I 've  
seen you occassionally doing things that you can assign someone else 
to do.
D: Well, I 'v e  t r ied  to delegate.
B: You have tried?
D: I ' ve t r i  ed.
B: And they're giving you a hard time?
D: Well, there are some times when I t e l l  people to do some things and 
they're not done very w e ll ,  or not done at a l l .
B: Uh, Uhmrn.
D: So, I end up having to do i t .
B: Well, OK. Well, those situations, then tha t 's  good. A manager has
to do that. That's  true.
D: Well see, I feel l ik e  I'm ultimately responsible for the success of 
this department.
B: That's  good. Well, th a t 's  true. You know as the manager that is 
very true. However, you gotta, on the same token, I mean, you are 
responsible. So, I won't in terfere  with that at a l l .  All you have, 
you jus t  have to allow the employees the chance. Like i f  they get a 
b i t ,  a l i t t l e  behind, instead of you going and doing i t ,  how about
talk ing to them about i t?  Say, "you know, look, you know, you don't
have to leave i t  behind and, and I 'v e  given you this responsibility , 
so, so, why don't you stick with i t?  You know you don't, don't leave 
i t  behind so that I have to come back and get i t . "  And you know, 
th e y 'l l  probably appreciate that more than, than having you go, you
know going and doing i t .  Because, then, they feel l ike  they're not
being trusted to do the work. And, and i f  they don't deserve that 
trust you know, then we have to do something.
D: Well, see, tha t 's  what I was going to suggest.
B: You feel l ike  they don't deserve the trust?
D: Well, I think there are some people we should get r id  of, or give
them some more money.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
110
B: Ok, w ell, have you sat down and talked with these people?
D: No, not re a l ly .  I mean, these people have been here a lo t  longer
than I have. They should know what the s ituation is .
B: Right, ok, w ell, th a t 's  true. But on the same token, well they are 
your subordinates. So, maybe, well f i r in g  is an extreme. You know we 
don't l ik e  to do that. You know? I t ' s  ju s t  not good policy. I t  
rea lly  is n ' t .  I f  you can work with them, you know, these people have 
shown us in the past, you know, they've shown us that they've a ll  been 
average or above average in th e ir  performance. Ok? And you...have 
you had any personality conflicts?
D: No, those things are going to pop up though i f  they're not doing
the work I'm delegating to them.
B: Uhm Uhmrn.. .
D: But, I don't think anything major.
B: OK, a lr ig h t,  th a t 's  good, th a t 's  good. I 'd  recommend that you ask 
them, you know that you s i t  down and ta lk ,  especially i f  you've got 
one or two that seem to be slacking o f f ,  and slacking o ff  the 
responsibilit ies that you're giving them. S it  down with them and 
discuss i t .  You'll f ind that most of them, you know, that they're  
pretty open-minded. You know, th e y ' l l  l is ten  to you. And, and i f  
that doesn't work, then come to me and w e'll  s i t  down again, and w e'll 
work i t  out. OK? I mean i f  we got to f i r e  them, then that's  the way 
i t  is .  I mean that 's  something that, th a t 's  ultimately your decision 
as, you know i t ' s  your decision as well. I mean i t ' s  your department. 
Let's see, the only other thing I can rea l ly  think of, that I 'v e  had 
problems with, or that other people you know have been working with 
you, is that you gotta watch a ll  of these people as fa r  as demanding 
too much. OK, now keep them working. You know, you gotta be patient  
with them though. Because i f  you're not patient with them, they take 
an a ttitude .
D: Well, I have high standards.
B: Well, OK. That's f in e .  There's nothing wrong with high standards 
you know. But, you gotta rea lize  that they might not have standards 
as high as yours. OK? And i f  you want them to reach these then you 
have to express i t  and don't, s a y . . . i f  you berate them about i t ,  
they're not going to do i t .  Alright? And i f  you go in there and 
and, you know jump on them, i t ' s  kind of l ik e ,  l ik e  you know, the cart  
pulling the mule. They're not going to be able to work for you, by 
jumping on them. I t ' s  better to try  and s i t  down and say, "you know 
look, you know, this is what I expect. This is what I want you to 
do." And don't go in there and say you know, you d idn 't  do th is , and 
t e l l  them they're doing a bad job. Say, "this is what I expected of 
you and, and you're not, I'm not getting quite as much out of you as 
I expect from you. I'm not getting what I want out of you, and you're 
going to have to put, perform a l i t t l e  more, and put a l i t t l e  more 
e f fo r t  into i t .  Try to, you know try  to ta lk  to them a l i t t l e  more on
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th e ir  level than as a subordinate-superior. You know try  to say I 
understand the job. Show them that you understand the job and and not 
demand that they do i t .  You follow that a ll?
D: Yes, I ' l l  t ry  to do that.
B: Ok. Well, i f  i t  works out, you know a lr ig h t .  You're f i l l i n g  in 
someone else's shoes. Ok, you know th a t 's  always going to be a 
problem. A lr ight, whenever there's a management change, and people 
are more accustomed to his way than yours, and you've 
probably.. .back.. . 1 'm sure that the guy who came into your place is  
having the same amount of trouble. I'm jus t  saying that you have to 
work with them, because, because people have shown in the past that 
they're dependable. And they are good workers. And I don't want any 
animosity between you and your workers, because of of your d iffe r ing  
management styles. And these are the areas that I feel you have to 
work on. All I'm try ing to do is resolve these problems. OK? That's  
what I want to do. These are the problems that have been brought to 
my attention. And I jus t  want to resolve them. Now is there any 
other ways I can help you resolve them?
D: Well, I jus t  hope you don't think that I'm the problem. I'm not 
try ing to be a problem here.
B: Yeah, r ig h t,  r ig h t,  I know. I rea lize  that. I'm not blaming you, 
per se. OK? You know. I'm not saying i t ' s  your fa u l t .  I'm not.
I'm jus t  saying that these are areas where something is going to have 
to be worked on, or they w il l  become problems. You've only been here 
four months, and you're s t i l l  getting your feet wet with everyone 
involved. I'm not try ing to t e l l  you that you are the problem. But 
I'm saying, you know that these are problem areas, and i f  we don't do 
something about i t ,  there is  going to be a defin ite  problem. And i t ' s  
going to be e ither, you know, we're going to f i r e  a l l  of them, or 
move them around, or move you around. And I 'd  rather have i t  work out 
with you, with you to work out with them so that everybody can stay 
here. And, and you a l l  work together as a team. That's , what I think 
is  the best way to get things accomplished. That's my personal 
philosophy. And as your superior, you know I prefer people to work i t  
out, you know, than to have to move people around. You know, uhhm, 
you know and f i r e  them, you know. And these are the areas that I feel 
need some work. You know, jus t  take your time. And we don't, well 
unless i t ' s  something r ight there on the floor that needs your 
immediate attention, take a l i t t l e  extra time, and think about your 
decisions before you make them, you know? Do a l i t t l e  research i f  
you have the chance. You know, watch out for the fu l l - t im e  employees, 
and give them a break, because they've been here for a while. Give 
them a weekend o ff  every now and then, or l ike  a weekend n ig h t . . .  
something l ike  that. Give them a day on the weekend. That's the way 
we've always done i t  here, and they've come to expect that. Ok?
D: Ok.
B: And, you know there's no sense in changing that. You should be 
able to change instead of them, because we've pushed for that over a
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period of time. Oh, and they've come to expect tha t .  Ok, well that's  
something to watch fo r ,  you know. Give them a l i t t l e  time. And, and 
give them a l i t t l e  re in . I f  they're not doing th e ir  job, then you got
to s i t  down and ta lk  to them, you know. Like, you don't, should, be
down there. You know, you shouldn't be down doing the s ta f fe r 's  job. 
You've put in a lo t  of hours,and i t ' s  jus t  tha t ,  you know, you're 
following up behind your employees, and you're rea l ly  not 
accomplishing anything. Because they should you knew, because they 
should be doing th is .  They should be getting the work done. And i t  
shouldn't be in your lap. And, i f  they're not getting the work done 
then you gotta ta lk  to them. And i f  that s t i l l  d id n 't ,  doesn't work, 
then the three of us w il l  come up here and w e 'l l  s i t  down together,
you, me and the employee. And i f  that s t i l l  doesn't work out, then
you know, there 's  something wrong and he's going to have to go, or 
she's going to have to go. But give them a chance, because they 
re a l ly ,  w e ll ,  in the past, they've been able to do the work. OK? And 
l ike  I said, i t ' s  a rough period and right now, so give them the 
chance and have a l i t t l e  patience with them.
D: Ok, I ' l l  t ry  to do that.
B: Ok. That th a t 's  about a l l  I can say. Those are the o n ly . . .  
overall your performance hasn't been bad. OK, so I guess there's a 
few problem areas. I know you're changing to a new s ituation , which 
always causes problems for you and your subordinates. But you know, 
you gotta work them out. OK?
D: Ok.
B: Ok. Good you could come in . Glad we could get things straightened 
out.
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S c r ip t  fo r  Experim ental S im u la tio n  #6
S: Hello Pat, and how are you doing?
D: Fine, thanks.
S: Good. Well, as you know, th is  is the semi-annual evaluation.
F irs t  of a l l  I 'd  l ike  to ask how you feel the job's been going for you 
since you moved over?
D: I t  is going pretty w ell.  I t  is a lo t  d iffe ren t  here. I t ' s  a
larger volume store, more customers, larger s ta f f .  But I think I 'v e  
adapted pretty w ell.
S: Do you feel you keep pretty busy, busier than you were before?
D: Yeah. I 'v e  been working a lo t  of hours.
S: Yes, you have been putting in quite a few. Well, have you run
into any specific problems that you need to ask us about or anything I 
can help you with? From your experience any major problems?
D: Mo, not rea l ly .
S: OK. Well, a few complaints have been made to me and I think we 
need to discuss them. One comes from several employees and i t  
involves scheduling d i f f ic u l t ie s .  Scheduling the same fu ll- t im e  
employees to work week-end nights. They have expressed some 
complaints about th is  to us.
D: They complained to you?
S: Yes. I am not sure exactly how i t  got to me but i t  got to me. I
don't know who complained f i r s t .
D: See, I thought that's  the way they wanted i t .  At my other store
the fu l l  timers loved the weekends because thats when they could make 
th e ir  most money.
S: Really? So they haven't told you about this?
D: No.
S: Okay. Do you have regular meetings with them or is there any way 
they can get in touch with you to f ind out how serious a matter i t  is? 
I t  may have been a casual remark, but when i t  got to my level i t  was a 
complai nt.
D: Well, I haven't talked tc them about i t ,  not as of yet. I to ld  
these people when I came here that I have an open door policy, and 
that i f  they have problems they could come to see me about them, and
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haven't approached me about anything.
S: Maybe i t  would be a good idea to find out how these people fee l .
Do you have regular s ta f f  meetings?
D: No.
S: Maybe you might want to have one. We'll wait and see on that. 
Something else here, several s ta f f  members have expressed 
dissatisfaction about having very l i t t l e  responsibility . Can you shed 
some l ig h t  on that ?
D: I have tr ied  to give them some responsibility , they ju s t  don't
accept i t .
S: OK. Do you have a hard time getting the performance that you want 
from them?
D: Sometimes I do.
S: Is that frustrating?
D: Sure i t  is .
S: Well, I guess at this point I 'd  l ik e  to ta lk  to you a l i t t l e  b i t
about delegation versus supervising. I'm not sure how much, you 
worked with a smaller s ta f f  before and maybe that's  part of the 
d i f f ic u lty  of adjusting to a larger s ta f f ,  but with delegation, how 
much training have you had in delegation?
D: I know what delegation is and I 'v e  tr ied  to give my people things
to do, but again, i t ' s  just not getting done.
S: OK. When I think of delegation I think of assigning a certain task 
to someone who is responsible and someone who has the capability to 
handle that task. You get them started on whatever i t  is and you make 
yourself open. You said you have an open door policy. Are you
showing them this open door policy when they approach you?
D: I think so. I think that's  part of the problem. People just
haven't approached me about anything.
S: Maybe there is a problem because they are complaining, but they're
not complaining to you. I know that you put in more hours and you're
more frustrated. Maybe you are losing a b i t  of your sen s it iv ity .  I t  
happens when you put in more hours.
D: Well, I put in more hours because I want to make sure things get
done. I f  I t e l l  someone to do something and i ts  not done very well,
or not at a l l ,  then I have to do i t .  I'm ultimately responsible for
the success of th is department.
S: True.
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D: So I 'v e  got to make sure things get done and that is  why I work so
many hours.
S: So you don't want to do i t  yourself i f  i t ' s  not done?
D: Right.
S: OK, Well I would suggest to you, instead of taking that course, 
that i f  you have delegated i t  to someone and given them proper 
assistance, and to ld  them that you have an open-door policy, and 
you've to ld  them to come to you i f  they have any problems and they 
s t i l l  have not done i t ;  maybe instead of going and doing i t  yourself 
you should pull that person back and say, "what's the problem here?" 
Follow-up on them because they're not always going to come to you, and 
say, "Look, I 'v e  got a problem here," especially you're new, 3 or 4 
months. And they might feel intimidated or whatever, and i f  i t ' s  
wrong say, "what can I do to help you with this?" Because you have 
certain responsibilit ies that are in your job description that aren 't  
being done, and you can 't afford the time to do a l l  of th e ir  things 
and i f  they're saying they don't feel that they have enough 
responsibility somthing has got to be worked out so that you are not 
doing i t .
D: See, these people have been here a lo t  longer than I have.
S: True. Do you think they need more tra in ing  a f te r  observing them 
for a certain length of time?
D: I think there are a couple of people who need something. Whether
we should get r id  of them or give them some more money.
S: So, you don't think tra ining would help?
D: I don't know. These people have been here a long time. I f  they
haven't learned th e ir  jobs by now I'm not sure exactly what tra ining
would do for them.
S: Maybe we need to do some evaluations with them l ik e  what I'm doing
with you right now. Maybe we need to evaluate them to see i f  they're  
tra inable , and i f  they're not tra inable then f in e ,  we can get r id  of 
them. But maybe they need another chance. This is another point. 
Several employees have informed me that sometimes they feel you're too 
demanding with them, that you don't show enough concern with them.
From what I have seen, talking to you now, you do seem frustrated.
When you are working so many hours and you have th is  extra
responsibility I can see how this can happen.
D: Well I have high standards. I thought that is how you got ahead
in this company, and I expect my people to have high standards as
well. This problem never occurred at my other store.
S: You can set high standards, but you've got to help these people
l ive  up to those high standards. You can't say, "I'm not going to 
give you any more tra in ing . I don't care what kind of person you are,
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you don't meet up to my standards, you're f i re d ."  That's  not good 
personal relationships. I'm sure you understand the value of good
personal relationships because i t  d irec tly  affects the performance of
a person. Maybe we need to ta lk  about communication. How well do you 
communicate with these people? Do you have any specific personal 
problems with any of the employees?
D: Well, I think there are some people that don't give me the respect
that I deserve. But, see, I feel l ike  you're saying that I am the
problem, when I think i ts  because the people are not doing what I t e l l
them to do.
S: You're saying that is  the root of the problem? Well i f  the root of
the problem is that they are not doing what you are te l l in g  them to 
do, maybe we should look a t  how you're te l l in g  them to do i t .  I f  you 
are demanding, then you are not going to get th e ir  respect. I f  I 
commanded you to do th is ,  th is  is  my standard and you don't meet up to 
i t ,  then I am f i r in g  you. That doesn't come across well and you are 
not going to respect me. So maybe we should try  seeing i t  from th e ir  
point of view. How do you come across?
D: Well I think I come across ok.
S: Do you see what I am saying?
D: I see what your point is .
S: I know you put in a lo t  of hours, and there are some things in
your job description that are not being done, and I rea lize  again that  
you're new and i t ' s  hard adjusting to new things sometimes when you're
new, but I think that you should try  to work on your relations and how
you communicate with them. You've got to play a game with them, 
you've got to get them to want to do a good job, and i f  you can 
communicate that to them, and have them s ta r t  doing th e ir  own
responsib ilit ies  and you don't always have to go in and always clean
up behind them, then pretty  soon, maybe you can turn your attention  
to your own job description. Do you understand? These things do tend 
to slack o ff  i f  you're always going in and doing other people's work 
and you can 't  do your own. Do you understand?
D: Yeah, I understand.
S: Do you know how you can do anything about...what are you going to 
do?
D: Well, i f  i t  were up to me again, I would e ither give these people
more money or get r id  of some of these people.
S: Do you think that they deserve more money?
D: Well, I think that i f  you pay people $3.50 an hour, th a t 's  the
type of help you get.
S: Maybe we should t ry  a l i t t l e  more personal re lations. Work on
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communication and we can meet in a few weeks and see how i t ' s  going. 
But, I don't think tha t 's  an option for us r ight now to just f i r e  
them, that would be too expensive to f i r e  them. To just to ta l ly  f i r e  
them and hire new people would cost us in other ways I think. So what 
are you going to do?
0: I w il l  ta lk  to them now, I guess.
S: How? Talk to them as in th is  is  not what you're doing or__
D: Well I feel l ik e  i f  those people need some help I ' l l  be there to
help them.
S: Ok. The problem, as I understood i t ,  they don't feel that you're 
patient enough with them or that you're not concerned with th e ir  
needs. Do you understand what th e ir  needs are? Do you have a
perspective of what th e ir  needs are, l ike  what equipment they need, or
how much time they have to get something done?
D: I think so.
S: Maybe you should ask them. Instead of always saying I'm here i f
you need me, say you need me because you're not getting th is  work done 
and what can I do to help you. I think that would be a better  
approach.
D: Okay.
S: Okay. We'll get back together in a couple of weeks and see how 
things are going.
D: Okay, f ine .
S: Well, in the meantime, as that area starts to improve you w il l  find  
that you have less work to do and there w il l  be less frustration , and 
I think you w il l  be able to get your work done as w ell.
D: I hope so.
S: I hope so too. ,;ow are there any questions or anything that I can
help you with?
D: No.
S: Ok. Well, thanks Pat for coming in and talking with me today.
D: OK. Thank you.
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S c r ip t  fo r  Experim ental S im ulation  #7
C: Hi Pat. How do you like  your job here so far?
D: Fine.
C: Good. Good. Glad to hear that. Mr. Randolph from store 15 spoke 
highly about you. Are you fam ilia r  with the performance evaluation 
meeting? Have you ever been to one?
D: Yes, I have had a couple of them.
C: What we want to do today is ta lk  about your performance here and do
what we can to work out any problems that you might have or find out
any points I might have noticed. We want to do what we can to work
better together. What comes to my attention f i r s t  o ff:  a couple of 
complaints that employees have come to me w ith . . .
D: My employees?
C: Your employees have come to me with ...have you had any trouble 
with your employees that you feel they might d irect at you, 
complai nts?
D: I'm not sure what they are complaining about. I f  anybody should be 
complaining i t ' s  me.
C: What are some of your complaints with them right now?
D: Well, I 'v e  had better workers before.
C: So you feel l ik e  they are not as dedicated as they should be.
D: No, not as much as my other store.
C: I f  you could improve anything with your employees what would i t  be?
D: I think we should get r id  of some of them and get some people in 
here that want to work, e ither that or give them more money. I think 
we pay these people minimum wage and th a t 's  the type of help we get.
C: OK. You do have a point there. Let me, I don't want to be too 
abrupt with you but le t  me talk to you about a couple of c r i t ic a l  
incidents that people have spoken to me about and things that I have 
noticed. I don't want to put you on the defensive side but I . . .w e  need 
to work at th is  and figure h o w .. . i f  any, what the problem is that 
exists. I sometimes wonder i f  you are paying attention to de ta il.  You 
are d efin ite ly  dedicated. As fa r  as I come in I see you are working 
60-hour work weeks. You are also w il l in g  to come in on o ff  hours, and
I appreciate that. I am wondering maybe i f  your time could just be
better spent i f  you would manage i t  better and possibly delegate some 
responsibi1i t ies .
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D: Well, I t ry  to delegate.
C: Did...what type . . .d id  you work out any specific system of 
delegating responsibi1i t i  es?
D: No. I f  something needed to be done I would ju s t  t e l l  someone do 
i t .
C: And as related to that I had 2 s t a f f e r s . . . I  overheard 2 staffers  
ask you how the inventory system worked. You told them that you hope 
they found out soon. I was not sure of what your meaning was behind 
that.
D: Well those 2 people had been slacking o ff  a l l  day long. I had been
doing th e ir  work most of the day and th is  was ju s t  another chance for
them to get me to do the inventory fo r them.
C: And then ye lling  at a s t a f f e r . . . I  guess that was for the same
reason.
D: Same reason. Same reason.
C: They were aggravating you...a lso I noticed that the weekly 
inventory has not been being taken so w e'll  know what to order and 
w e'll  have some accuracy in the department. I know you work long 
hours. Some things I consider c r i t ic a l  jus t  a ren 't  being done- the 
inventory and cleaning behind the back ledge which always is getting 
d irty  from a l l  the plants we have back there. I'm ju s t  thinking that
possibly you could assign some specific tasks, or maybe give then
notecards with th e ir  specific responsibilit ies on i t .  U h . . .s i t  down 
and ta lk  to the employees you know, i f  necessary decide they are going 
to be your friends even i f . . . t h e y  are not going to have an agreeable
basis between you, even i f  they seem to be contrary. You know, jus t
do the best you can. And get them to agree to the task that you want
to assign them and maybe work out a few l i t t l e  things. Maybe i f  they
feel that they would be better at one l i t t l e  thing or another...
D: Do you think t h a t ' l l  work?
C: I was thinking, s i t  down and go over the task with them, and then 
write them a notecard for what they are supposed to do.
D: These people have been here a lo t longer than I have. They should 
know what th e ir  jobs are.
C: OK. Well i t  seems that they could be in need of some direction and 
they could want some more direction I fe e l .  I think i t  is good that 
you are w il l in g  to do the work, but a lo t of mundane tasks that I 'v e  
seen you doing and I just rea lly  feel l ike  one of them could be doing 
and you could be using your time more wisely doing the things that 
requires your experience. Mr. Randolph from your other store has told  
me about your expertise, things that require s k i l ls  that these workers 
don't have. But to go back to assigning the tasks, you can pitch in
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occasionally and l e t  them know that you are not a fra id  to work, that  
you have delegated these tasks to them. "I can do anything that I 
assign you to do." But I don't want you doing other people's jobs.
I don't care how bad they moan and groan...
D: Well, I am ultim ately responsible for how th is  department is run.
C: OK. Well le t 's  t ry  th is . . .n o  matter how bad they do moan and groan 
ju s t  t e l l  them that i t ' s  th e ir  job and in  a nice way follow up and 
find out i f  they are having problems rather than ju s t  leaving them and 
te l l in g  them they are going to have to do i t .  Try to l is ten  to what 
they have to say and get some feedback and i f  i t  absolutely doesn't 
work out, then come to see me and then w e 'l l  get r id  of them. I t  
seems to me that you are possibly doing a lo t  of things that you could 
be delegating to some other people. And i f  they knew what th e ir  
direction is ,  possibly they would be more inclined to do the work i f  
they knew what i t  is that they have to do. Unfortunately, minimum 
wage, which is  a l l  we could pay, a ttrac ts  only a certain mentality you 
might say, or a certain type of person.. .u h . . .and a lo t  of times that 
type of person responds well to ju s t  l i s t s ,  and mundane 
orders.. . j u s t . . .they want to know what they have to do. They are 
people with low in i t ia t iv e  a lo t of times. What is  your overall 
opinion on this?
D: Well, I guess my opinion is i f  we want go-getters why do we pay 
these people minimum wage?
C: You can be the go-getter that runs the department and delegates 
these tasks-mundane, the mindless things, cleaning the back ledge, 
counting items for the inventory. You can use the inventory and order 
things so that we don't have the trouble l ik e  we had with the picnic 
tables.
D: Well, I don't rea l ly  consider the picnic tables my fa u l t .
C: OK, what was the problem?
D: We had such a crowd that day, there was no way I could have ordered 
the right amount.
C: So maybe we ought to even s ta r t  planning ahead on that too. Maybe 
you can give the deadlines of the tasks, on the tasks that aren 't  
daily tasks l ik e ,  you know, "as you get time, I need the front windows 
cleaned by Tuesday- " I ' l l  need a count on aisles 2 and 3 of a l l  the 
merchandise on aisles 2 and 3 on Wednesday afternoon so I can get i t  
in here by Friday." Try to rea lize  that they have been here for a 
long time and I 'v e  gotten to know some of them-not on a personal 
basis-but I 'v e  seen them. I feel l ik e  th e ir  intentions are good and 
they feel sort of misdirected and without direction sometimes 
possibly. How do you feel? Do you think th is  w il l  work for you?
D: I ' l l  t ry .  That's a l l  I can say.
C: Did you have any type of system l ik e  that at the other place?
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D: No. Those people there wanted to work.
C: Just everybody pitched in and you never had to t e l l  anybody to do
th e ir  part icu la r  task?
D: Well, sometimes I did, but generally people knew what they had to 
do.
C: How about i f  we s a y . . . I  think you need to spend more time at 
home...at least away from work. I know you would l ik e  to work and you 
are a good worker and I appreciate i t ,  and I 'd  l ik e  to see you str ive
for a 40-hour work week delegating as much responsib ility  as you can.
Some nights yo u 'l l  have to work la te  m aybe .. . i f  a truck comes in and 
you want to make sure things get put in th e ir  proper place. Whenever 
possible ju s t  give a l i t t l e  b i t  of responsibility  to the people 
working for you and l e t  them know that you tru s t  them, generally. I 
hope th is  w il l  work for you.
D: Well, I ' l l  t ry  to do that.
C: I f  not ju s t  come back and we can try  to work something else out. I 
almost feel you might be overworked.
D: I feel that way too.
C: I know you're frustrated too. I appreciate i t .  Maybe delegating 
these tasks and making sure the employees agree with what they are 
going to have to do, l ik e  I say even giving them a notecard with what 
they're  going to do.. .u h . . .pitch in ju s t  occasionally to show them 
that you're not a fra id  to get your hands d ir ty  and l is te n  for
feedback. And is there something I can do to improve you job or your
working condition?
D: No. I don't think so.
C: Is there anything you feel l ike  you need to ta lk  about, or explain 
o r.. .an y  gripes?
D: No. I ju s t  hope you don't think that I'm the problem.
C: Well, I see problems and I tru s t  you're going to do what you can to
work out the problems in your department.
D: Well, I w il l  t ry .
C: I want you to be aware of them, that I notice th in g s .. . tha t I 
rea lize  i ts  not your fa u lt  that a l l  these matters are coming up. But
I 'd  appreciate i t  i f  you would give i t  a t ry .
D: I w i l l .
C: Well, I'm going to have to put you in fo r . . .w h a t  do you feel l ike
your performance rating should be for the la s t  6 months ?
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
122
D: I think i t  should be at least a six. I'm working a 60-hour week 
and I think this department has been one of the best departments.
C: OK..do you feel l ik e .. .w h a t  do you feel l ike  is the highest level
you could get to?
D: Well, 7 is top of the scale.
C: Well, how about i f  we le t  you work on these areas and would you 
feel l i k e . . . a  5 is not a low rating compared to many managers who get 
less than 5. Would you feel l ike  a 5 would be a tarnish on your 
reputation?
D: I would jus t feel l ik e  you're taking my people's performance more 
into consideration than my own actual performance.
C: I feel l ike  the employee problems as far  a s . . . I  know the fact
that you are overworked is probably why you yelled at the s ta ffe r
across the store that day which sort of embarrassed me...and the 2
people who asked you about the inventory.. .something you're in a
position of respect and you have to constantly rea lize  that you are 
looked up to. I feel l ike  i f  you improve on that you could easily get
a 6 or maybe even a 7 next time. How about i f  we just put you in for
a 5 today and hope for some improvement?
0: OK.
C: OK. I t ' s  not a personal thing but I think you can look at the 
personal items as fa r  as how you treated people when you're overworked 
and upset with them. Maybe you can put in not as many hours.
Delegate responsibility and not therefore be so i r r i ta b le  at them, you 
know, because of the ir  lack of performance.
D: OK.
C: OK. Is there anything else you want to add?
D: No, I don't think so.
C: Ok, that w ill be i t  Pat. Thanks.
D: Thanks.
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Definitions
Appendix B:
the Performance Dimensions
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Performance Dimensions
Problem Analysis The assessee asks questions to uncover unknown 
aspects of the problem or states how d iffe ren t  
parts of a problem are related.
Problem Solution The assessee suggests, recommends, or outlines  
one or more specific  ways to resolve the 
problems.
Sens itiv ity  The assessee shows concern for the individual
and the ind iv idu a l's  problems.
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Appendix C:
The BARS Rating Forms
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Problem Analysis
Problem Analysis -  The assessee asks questions to uncover 
unkown aspects of the problem or states how d iffe ren t  
parts of the problem were related.
Assessee could be expected to re late  the employee's
lack of patience in the dealings with his subordinates 5
to his long hours.
In response to the employee's comment about the poor
quality of his subordinates' work, the assessee could 4
be expected to ask the employee whether he told his
subordinates what his standards were.
Assessee could be expected to ask the employee what he
thinks could be done to improve his relations with his 3
subordinates.
Assessee could be expected to inquire whether the
employee has any questions about his responsibilites. 2
Assessee could be expected to inquire whether the
employee had ever received any complaints from his 1
subordinates but goes no further with this information
or f a i l  to engage in problem analysis.
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Problem Solution
Problem solution -  The assessee suggests, recommends, or 
outlines one or more specific ways to resolve the problems.
Assessee could be expected to outline what the
employee should have done when discussing 5
problem areas.
Assessee could be expected to suggest that the
employee show his subordinates what he wants them 4
to do rather than doing i t  himself.
Assessee could be expected to suggest that the
employee s i t  down with his subordinates and 3
attempt to develop a better working relationship
with them.
Assessee could be expected to recommend that the
employee try  delegating more resposib ility  to his 2
subordinates without explaining how.
Assessee could be expected to suggest that a goal
could be obtained without specifying the manner in 1
which i t  could be accomplished or f a i ls  to propose
solutions to the problems.
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Sensitiv ity
Sensitiv ity  -  The assessee shows concern for the individual 
and the ind iv idual's  problems.
Assessee could be expected to express the desire
to work with the employee to remedy the problems. 5
Assessee could be expected to compliment the
employee on the responsibility  he feels for his 4
postion.
Assessee could be expected to acknowledge that the
employee's past performance appraisals were good. 3
Assessee could be expected to acknowledge that a
lo t  of employees are apprehensive about the 2
appraisal process.
In asking questions, the assessee could be expected
to convey the impression that the employee was gu ilty  1
until proven innocent.
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Appendix D:
Checklist of Behaviors Used by Expert Raters
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Interview #1
PROBLEM ANALYSIS
Asks whether there are workers in the department that do not 
belong there.
Asks what happens when workers do not do work that is 
assigned to them.
 Asks how the employee is scheduling his workers.
 Asks how the employee handled scheduling at his old store.
Does not ask questions concerning why the employee's 
subordinates are not coming to the employee with th e ir  
problems.
Notes that the change to the new store may be related to the 
employee's lower performance ratings.
PROBLEM SOLUT ION
  Suggests that the employee rotate the weekend schedule.
Suggests that the employee show his workers what to do and to 
remain with them until they are comfortable with the task.
Recommends that the employee teach his subordinates by 
sharing his experience and tra in ing.
Suggests that the employee give his subordinates a task to 
perform and to set a goal for them.
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SENSITIVITY
 Asks the employee how he likes being at the new store.
 Asks how the employee has adjusted to the "big c ity  l i f e . "
C la r if ies  that the purpose of the appraisal interview is to 
build for the future and to improve on everyone's 
performance.
States that i t  takes patience to show subordinates how to do 
a task and then to stay with them until they are comfortable 
with i t .
 States that he also has a problem being patient with his workers.
T e l ls  the employee that i f  he needs help or needs any advice 
not to hesitate to come to him.
States that the employee has a l l  of the r ight qua lifications,  
and based on his past performance, he is  sure that the 
employee w il l  do a good job in the future.
 Thanks the employee for coming in to see him.
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Interview #2 
PROBLEM ANALYSIS
 Asks how things are going in the employee's department.
 Asks i f  there are any problems.
 Asks what kind of problems the employee is experiencing.
Asks i f  the employee is  having problems with the 
responsibility that he delegates.
Asks i f  the employee feels  that his subordinates are not 
handling th e ir  responsib ilit ies .
Asks i f  there is  a personality c o n fl ic t  between the employee 
and his subordinates.
Asks i f  the employee is dealing with his subordinates on a 
regular basis and giving them feedback.
  Does not iden tify  any relationships between problems.
PROBLEM SOLUTION
Suggests that the employee le t  his subordinates know what is  
expected of them by setting up job descriptions and te l l in g  
them how th e ir  performance w il l  be measured.
Asks the employee what he thinks would be an appropriate 
solution to help with the scheduling and personnel problems, 
but does not use this information to suggest a solution.
States that they could work on establishing goals and means 
for delegating responsibility  but does not discuss how they 
w ill  go about i t .
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SENSITIVITY
 S o lic its  the employee's input on the issues being discussed.
Acknowledges the d i f f ic u l ty  in moving to a larger store.
Recognizes that the employee is putting forth a great deal of 
e f fo r t .
States that she appreciates the employee's a tt itude  in trying  
to work with his subordinates.
Asks the employee i f  there is some way to re lieve him of some 
of his work so that he is not bogged down.
Does not thank the employee fo r his time at the conclusion of 
the interview.
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Interview #3
PROBLEM ANALYSIS
Asks what happened when discussing why the employee yelled at 
on of his subordinates.
Asks i f  the crowd was unexpected when discussing the 
underordering of the picnic tables.
 Does not identify  any relationships between problems.
PROBLEM SOLUTION
Suggests that the employee move his subordinates around and 
have others work weekend nights.
Suggests that the employee ta lk  to his subordinates about 
th e ir  schedules.
 Suggests that the employee delegate more.
 Te lls  the employee she w il l  ta lk  to some of his subordinates.
SENSITIVITY
 Acknowledges that the employee had favorable recommendations
in the past.
 Does not greet the employee at the beginning of the
interview.
 Makes no e f fo r t  to find out how the employee is adjusting to
the new store.
  Does not recognize the e ffo rts  of the employee.
 Does not s o l ic i t  the employee's input.
Does not express her willingness to help the employee to 
become a better manager or resolve the problems.
Does not thank the employee for his time at the conclusion of 
the interview.
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T ra in in g  S im u la tio n  One
What I would l ik e  to do now is provide you with the information 
that the expert raters used from the interview when evaluating the 
assessee's performance on the three dimensions.
F ir s t ,  le ts  look a t  the specific behaviors that were relevant to 
the problem analysis dimension. For two of the problem areas, the 
assessee asked some basic questions to obtain an overview of the 
problems. These problem areas were the performance of the 
subordinates and the scheduling complaints. When the employee 
complained that there were some people who should not be in the 
department, the assessee responded by asking i f  these people were 
destructive. The assessee also asked the employee what happened when 
the employee's subordinates did not complete th e ir  responsib ilit ies ,  
and how the employee handled scheduling at his previous store. In 
both of these instances, however, the assessee fa iled  to pursue these 
problem areas to fu l ly  understand the problems. The questions that 
were asked were a good beginning but were broadly focused and did not 
funnel down to uncover specific information.
At another point in the interview the assessee did not probe into  
a discussion area that was in i t ia te d  by the employee. The assessee 
did not pursue why the employee's subordinates were not coming to the 
employee with th e ir  problems.
Remember that noting relationships between problems is also a 
part of the problem analysis'dimension. In this interview, the 
assessee did note that the change to the new store may have been a 
factor in the employee's lower performance ratings.
To re-emphasize these behaviors which were taken into account by
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the expert raters when evaluating the assessee on the problem analysis 
dimension, I 'd  l ik e  to show you what these behaviors looked l ik e  
again.
[show problem analysis behaviors]
Now lets  look at the behaviors that the assessee engaged in which 
are relevant to the problem solution dimension. Throughout the 
interview numerous solutions to the problems were suggested. These 
included suggesting that the employee rotate the weekend schedule to 
give everyone a chance to have weekends o f f ,  and suggesting that the 
employee show his subordinates what to do and remain with them until 
they were comfortable with the task. In e f fe c t ,  the assessee was 
recommending that the employee teach his subordinates by sharing his 
experience and tra in ing . Some of the assessee's solutions, however, 
could have been more specific . This was i l lu s tra te d  when the assessee 
suggested that the employee give his subordinates a task to perform 
and to set a goal for them. This solution would have been more 
e ffec tive  had the assessee outlined specif ica lly  the approach that the 
employee should take in doing so.
Again, le ts  take another look a t  this assessee as he engages in 
these problem solution behaviors.
[show problem solution behaviors]
Now that we've talked about and taken another look at the 
behaviors which were considered by the expert raters as being relevant 
to the problem analysis and problem solution dimensions, I would like  
to point out specific behaviors which were considered when evaluating 
the sen s it iv ity  dimension. The f i r s t  behavior contributing to the 
sen s it iv ity  dimension was engaged in r ight at the beginning of the
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interview when the assessee asked the employee how he liked being at  
the new store and how he had adjusted to the "big c i ty  l i f e ' .  This 
was interpreted by the expert raters as an attempt to set the employee 
at ease before discussing the employee's performance. The assessee 
also c la r i f ie d  that the purpose of the appraisal interview was to 
build for the future and to improve on everyone's performance. Later 
in the interview, the assessee empathized with the employee by stating  
that i t  takes patience to show subordinates how to do a task and then 
to stay with them until  they are comfortable with i t .  The assessee 
noted that he had problems with th is  as w e ll .  The assessee also 
stated that i f  the employee needed help or advice that he should not 
hesitate to seek help. In addition, he showed confidence in the 
employee by stating that the employee had a l l  of the r ig h t  
qualifications, and based on his past performance, he was sure that  
the employee would do a good job in the future. Also, in closing the 
interview, the assessee thanked the employee fo r coming in to see him.
Lets take another look at these "sensitiv ity" behaviors.
[show sens it iv ity  behaviors]
Training Simulation Two
Again, what I would l ik e  to do now is to look a t  some of the 
behaviors for each of the dimensions that the expert raters focused on 
when making the ir  evaluations.
F irs t  le ts  look at the problem analysis dimension. The assessee 
in it ia te d  a l in e  of questioning regarding the problems the employee 
was having with his subordinates. She began th is  l in e  of questioning 
by asking how things were going in the employee's department and i f  
there were any problems. She followed this with a question that asked
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what the problems were, and then two questions that sought 
c la r if ic a t io n  whether the subordinates were not handling the delegated 
responsibility . The assessee, however, did not ask specific questions 
to gather additional information. Beyond the problems the employee 
was having with his subordinates, the assessee did not not ask 
specific questions that would help her to understand the problems 
presented. The assessee asked i f  there was a personality co n fl ic t  
between the employee and his subordinates, and how the employee was 
dealing with his subordinates, but she did not continue with this l ine  
of questioning to identify  a l l  possible sources of the problems. The 
assessee also did not identify  any of the relationships that may have 
helped to explain the problems.
Lets take another look at the assessee as she engages in problem 
analysis.
[show problem analysis behaviors]
Now lets  look at the behaviors the assessee engaged in that are 
relevant to the problem solution dimension. During the interview, the 
assessee generated one solution. She suggested that the employee le t  
his subordinates know what is expected of them by setting up job 
descriptions and informing subordinates as to how performance would be 
measured. While this is  an appropriate solution, i t  did not include a 
complete plan of action to insure i t  would be accomplished. The 
assessee also asked the employee what he thought would be an 
appropriate solution to help him with his scheduling and personnel 
problems, but did not use the information to suggest a solution.
Also, the assessee stated that they could work on establishing goals, 
and means for delegating responsibility  and holding the subordinates
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accountable, but never pursued th is  suggestion or discussed how they 
would go about i t .
Here is  another look at these problem soultion behaviors.
[show problem solution behaviors]
Now le ts  focus on the sen s it iv ity  dimension. Throughout the 
interview, the assessee so lic ited  the employee's input on the issues 
that were being discussed. She also acknowledged the d i f f ic u l ty  in 
moving to a much larger store, and recognized that the employee was 
putting forth a great deal of e f fo r t .  The assessee stated that she 
appreciated the employee's att itude  in try ing to work with the 
subordinates. In asking the employee i f  there was some way to relieve  
him of some of his work so that he is  not bogged down, the assessee 
was expressing a desire to help the employee remedy his problems. I t  
also should be noted that the assessee did not thank the employee for 
his time at the conclusion of the interview.
Here are some of the sen s it iv ity  behaviors that were considered
in evaluating th is  dimension.
[show sen s it iv ity  behaviors]
Training Simulation Three
As we have done for the other interviews, I 'd  l ik e  to take some 
time and look at the behaviors that the assessee engaged in during
th is  interview that were taken into consideration by the expert raters
when the performance of the assessee was evaluated.
F irs t  le ts  look at the problem analysis dimension. Throughout
the role play, the assessee fa ile d  to pursue any of the problem areas
with questions in order to understand them more completely. In fac t,
only two questions were asked during the course of the interview. In
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discussing why the employee yelled at one of his subordinates, the 
assessee asked what happened. And la te r  on during the interview, when 
discussing the ordering problem, she responded to the employee's 
comment that the picnic tables were underordered because of the crowd 
rush by asking i f  the crowd was unexpected. In both of these 
instances, the assessee did not pursue these areas any further. In 
addition, the assessee did not iden tify  e ither of the two 
relationships that may have p a r t ia l ly  explained the problems.
Lets take a look at the questions that she did ask.
[show problem analysis behaviors]
With regards to problem solution, the assessee suggested a few 
solutions during the course of the interview. F irs t  she recommended 
that the employee move his subordinates around and have others work 
weekend nights, and to talk to the subordinates about th e ir  schedules. 
In addition, she told the employee to delegate more, ana that she 
would ta lk  to some of his subordinates. For these problem areas that 
the assessee did suggest solutions, the expert raters f e l t  the 
solutions were shallow and did not include outlines of action plans 
that would be followed to resolve the poblems.
Lets take a look at these behaviors.
[show problem solution behaviors]
In terms of s e n s it iv ity ,  the expert raters f e l t  that the assessee 
engaged in one sensitive behavior during the interview. The assessee 
did acknowledge that the employee hade favorable recommendations in 
the past. The assessee made no e f fo r t  to find out how the employee 
was adjusting to the new store, did not recognize the e ffo rts  of the 
employee, and did not s o l ic i t  the employee's input regarding the
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problems that were being discussed. The assessee did state that she 
would ta lk  to some of the employee's subordinates, however, she did 
not express her willingness to help the employee become a better 
manager or resolve the problems th at he was experiencing. In 
addition, the assessee did not greet the employee at the beginning of 
the interview , and did not thank the employee fo r his time a t the 
interview 's conclusion.
Lets look at some of these behaviors that are relevant to the 
s e n s itiv ity  dimension.
[show se n s itiv ity  behaviors]
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Problem Problem
Analysis Soluti on S en s itiv ity
T rai ni ng 2.0 4.0 4.2
Simulation 1 (0 .0 ) (0 .0 ) (0 .45)
T raining 3.0 2.2 4.4
Simulation 2 (0 .0 ) (0 .45) (0 .55)
T rai ning 1.0 2.0 1.4
Simulation 3 (0 .0 ) (0 .0 ) (0.55)
Experimental 1.0 1.0 3.8
Simulation 1 (0 .0 ) (0 .0 ) (0.84)
Experimental 2.0 2.4 4.0
Simulation 2 (0 .0 ) (0 .55) (0 .0 )
Experimental 1.0 1.8 1.2
Simulation 3 (0 .0 ) (0 .45) (0.45)
Experimental 3.0 2.0 3.0
Simulation 4 (0 .0 ) (0 .0 ) (0 .0 )
Experimental 2.8 4.0 4.0
Simulation 5 (0.45) (0 .0 ) (0 .0 )
Experimental 4.0 3.2 4.0
Simulation 6 (0 .0 ) (0 .45) (0 .0 )
Experimental 3.0 2.8 5.0
Simulation 7 (0 .0 ) (0 .45) (0 .0 )
Note. Standard deviations are included in parentheses.
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM
You are inv ited  to partic ipa te  in a study which w ill examine 
how accurately people can observe and evaluate performance. I f  
you decide to partic ipa te  in th is  study, you w ill be asked to 
view and rate several videotaped performance evaluation 
interviews between a store manager and a new department manager 
in that store. During the f i r s t  phase of the study you w ill be 
fam ilia rized  with the deta ils  of the performance evaluation 
interview and the materials that w ill be used in observing and 
evaluating the performance of the store manager. In the second 
phase, you w ill actually observe and rate the interviews.
Any information obtained from you in connection with th is  
study w ill remain con fidentia l. This informed consent form is  
the only form on which you w ill be asked to record your name. 
You w ill be assigned an anonymous id e n tific a tio n  number to record 
on a ll other m aterials. Only the experimenter and the principal 
investigator w ill have access to individual data. Results of the 
study, i f  published or presented a t s c ie n tific  meetings, w ill be 
presented in group form so that there is no way that individual 
participants can be id e n tifie d . You are free to withdraw your 
consent and terminate your partic ipa tion  at any time, without 
penalty.
I f  you decide to partic ipa te  you w ill be compensated S40. 
Please note that you w ill only receive th is  compensation i f  you 
complete a ll  phases of the study.
You are making a decision whether or not to partic ipa te  in 
th is  study. Your signature indicates that you have decided to 
p artic ipa te . In addition, i t  indicates that you have read and 
understand the information provided above. I f  you have any 
questions about th is study and what is  required of you, please 
ask the experimenter prior to signing th is  form.
Date Signature of Partic ipant
Signature of Witness
Signature of Principal Investigator
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
147
. v
Appendix H:
Seript of Videotaped Presentation
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
148
I 'd  l ik e  to begin today by giving you a b r ie f  explanation of the 
nature of th is  research p ro jec t. The main focus of th is  project is  to  
examine the manner in  which people observe and evaluate performance. 
More s p e c ific a lly , the project is  concerned with how the performance 
of managers or potential managers is  observed and evalauted in  
management assessment centers.
The assessment center is  a method th a t is  used to evaluate 
ind iv iduals ' management s k i l ls .  Information provided by an assessment 
center is  useful e ith e r fo r selecting people that should be hired or 
promoted to some management position , or evaluating the strengths and 
weaknesses of current managers in an organization.
Individuals th a t are being evaluated in an assessment center, 
which we w ill be re fe rrin g  to as assessee's, partic ipa te  in a number 
of tests and exercises which are developed to measure specific  
management s k il ls  that have been shown to be important parts of the 
management positions in question. As an example, i f  oral presentation 
was an important part of the job , an exercise may be included in the 
assessment center in which the assessee's are provided with some 
information and then asked to actually  make a presentation.
Performance on the various exercises is  observed and evaluated by 
a group of assessors. These assessors are ty p ic a lly  managers from the 
organization and are fa m ilia r  with the job and the specific  dimensions 
of managerial performance th a t are of in te re s t. This process is  the 
focus of th is  research pro ject. That is ,  we are interested in how 
people observe performance on an assessment center exercise and then 
use that information to make evaluations on specific  dimensions of
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perform ance.
In addition to providing us with the information that we need 
regarding the manner in which performance in  an assessment center 
exercise is  observed and evaluated, we hope your partic ipa tion  w ill be 
a valuable learning experience. I t  is  our intention that you w ill 
come away from th is  research with a be tte r understanding of the 
complexity involved in observing and evaluating performance, and to 
improve your s k ills  in doing so. Through your p a rtic ip a tio n , you also 
should develop a meaningful ins igh t to the assessment center process 
which should prove to be useful a t some time in your careers.
I I .  Exercise
The task that you w ill be asked to complete in th is project w ill 
be to observe and evaluate the performance of several students who 
partic ipated in an assessment center that was conducted as one of the 
f i r s t  phases of th is research pro ject. This assessment center 
actually consisted of several exercises, however, fo r the purposes of 
th is study we w ill only be interested in one of those exercises.
The performance on th is exercise of each of the assessee's was 
evaluated by a group of psychologists who are experienced with 
assessment center methodology, and have considerable expertise with 
the processes involved in  performance evaluation. The means of these 
expen. ra ters ' scores have been taken to define a set of Target 
Scores. The ratings that you make during the study w ill be compared 
with these Target Scores.
What I 'd  lik e  to do now is  describe the exercise that you w ill be 
observing and evaluating. The exercise is  an interview  simulation in  
which the assessee's were asked to play the role of a store manager
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fo r a department store. For c la r ity ,  you can think of the store as 
something lik e  a Sears or J.C . Penneys. As the store manager, the 
assessee's were responsible fo r conducting regular performance 
evaluations of th e ir  department managers. For the exercise, the 
assessees had to conduct a performance evaluation interview  with a new 
department manager who was having some performance problems. The 
objective fo r the assessees was to id en tify  the true nature of the 
problems and develop plans fo r resolving them.
What you w ill be observing are videotaped re-enactments of the 
assessees conducting th is  performance evaluation interview  with one of 
th e ir  department managers. In the videotapes, the same person w ill 
always play the role of the department manager.
The procedure that was followed in the assessment center was to 
provide the assessees with information about the role th a t they were 
to play, give them time to prepare what they were going to say or the 
approach that they wanted to take, and then ins tru ct them to conduct 
the performance evaluation interview in whatever fashion they f e l t  was 
most appropriate. What I 'd  l ik e  to do now is  to show you the actual 
information about the s ituation that the assessees were given.
[pause to handout and read roleplay description]
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I I I .  Dimensions
As I mentioned e a r l ie r ,  assessment center exercises are developed 
to measure certain  s k i l ls ,  or dimensions of managerial behavior that 
have been shown to be important fo r being a good manager. We w ill be 
using the performance evaluation interview  simulation to measure how 
well the assessees exh ib it three dimensions of the manager's job.
The f i r s t  dimension tha t we w ill be evaluating is  problem 
analysis. Please look at the d e fin itio n  fo r problem analysis that 
given on the "Dimension D efin itions" handout. The d e fin itio n  reads, 
"the assessee asks questions to uncover unknown aspects of the problem 
or states how d iffe re n t parts of a problem are re la ted ."
Please note th a t th is  dimension involves two types of behaviors. 
F irs t is  the behavior of asking questions to uncover unknown aspects 
of the problem, while the second is  stating how d iffe re n t parts of a 
problem are re lated .
The second dimension is  Problem Solution. Please look at the 
d efin itio n  for Problem Solution on the handout. The d e fin itio n  reads 
'The assessee suggests, recommends, or outlines one or more specific  
ways to resolve the problems."
The th ird  dimension is  S e n s itiv ity . As you can see on the 
handout, the d e fin itio n  of the s e n s itiv ity  dimension is  "the assessee 
shows concern fo r the individual and the ind iv idual's  problems."
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[BARS]
A fter you have reviewed an interview  we would lik e  you to 
evaluate how well the person conducting the interview , the assessee, 
performed on the Problem Analysis, Problem Solution, and S e n s itiv ity  
dimensions. The forms th a t w ill  be used to evaluate the performance 
w ill be handed out now.
[PAUSE WHILE BARS HANDOUTS ARE PASSED OUT]
Now th a t you have the evaluation forms note th a t there is  one 
form for each dimension and the d e fin itio n  for the dimensions are 
printed on the top. Underneath the dimensions are f iv e  statements 
which are meant to represent fiv e  d iffe re n t levels of performance with 
the number 5 statement being the highest level of performance and the 
number one statement being the lowest. In using th is  form to evaluate 
the performance of the assessee we would lik e  you to c irc le  the number 
corresponding to the statement which most accurately re fle c ts  the 
level of performance that the assessee demonstrates on th a t dimension. 
Please use only the whole numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 when making your 
ratings. That is ,  please don 't select ratings th a t are in  between 
these numbers.
In order to c irc le  the number which corresponds to the statement 
which most accurately re fle c ts  the level of performance demonstrated 
in the in terv iew , i t  is  necessary to take into account a ll  of the 
behaviors relevant to a dimension tha t are demonstrated in  an 
interview . I f  you look at the statements, you w ill notice that each 
of them includes the phrase "Assessee could be expected to . . . " .  This  
means that when you take in to  account a ll  of the behaviors that the 
assessee demonstrated which are relevant to the dimension in  question,
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you would expect the overall level of effectiveness on the dimension 
to be the same as the level of effectiveness reflected  in the 
statement. I t  is  important to keep in mind th a t the statements on the 
form are meant to represent d iffe re n t levels of e ffe c tiv e  performance. 
Sometimes the actual behaviors that occur in  an interview  w ill also be 
in one of the statements, and sometimes they won't. Since the 
statements are meant to represent d iffe re n t levels of overall 
performance on a dimension, ju s t because a behavior which is  lis te d  in 
a statement occurs in  an interview  does not necessarily mean that the 
number corresponding to that statement should be c irc le d . The 
statement that should be c irc led  is  the one which re flec ts  the level 
at which you would expect the assessee to consistently perform. In 
order to determine th is  you would have to take into consideration a ll 
of the relevant behaviors that were exhibited. I f ,  fo r example, an 
assessee engaged in a behavior which was lis te d  as a level four 
behavior but also exhibited behaviors which could be considered level 
1 or level 2 behaviors when a l l  of the behaviors were taken into  
account the level which you would expect the asessee to consistently  
perform at would most l ik e ly  be somewhere lower than the 4.
I would also lik e  to point out that in addition to taking a ll  of 
the behaviors in to  account when making a ra tin g , i t  is  important to 
care fu lly  read each of the statements. With th is  evaluation form you 
cannot look only at the numbers and assume that a fiv e  is  excellent, a 
three is  average, and a one is  poor. The number th a t is  c irc led  
should correspond with the statement which best represents the level 
of performance at which, based on the behaviors exhibited in the 
interview , you would expect the assessee to consistently perform.
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At th is  point le ts  pause for a minute to see i f  there are any 
questions about how to evaluate the assessee's performance.
[PAUSE FDR QUESTIONS]
Ok, what I 'd  l ik e  to do next is  fa m ilia rize  you with the actual 
statements that are lis te d  on the evaluation forms. F irs t le ts  look 
a t the problem analysis form. Note that on the top of the form the 
d e fin itio n  of problem anlysis is  lis te d . Underneath the d efin itio n  
are the fiv e  statements with number 5 representing the highest level 
of behavior and number 1 representing the lowest le ve l.
The number 5 statement would be c irc led  i f  the level of 
performance demonstrated in  the interview  was such that the assessee 
could be expected to re la te  the employee's lack of patience in  his 
dealings with his subordinates to his long hours.
The number 4 statement reads, in response to the employee's 
comments about the poor quality of his subordinates' work, the 
assessee could be expected to ask the employee whether he to ld  his 
subordinates what his standards were.
The number 3 statement would be c irc led  i f  the level of 
performance demonstrated in  the interview was such that the assessee 
could be expected to ask the employee what he thinks could be done to 
improve his re lations with his subordinates.
The number 2 statement reads that the assessee could be expected 
to inquire whether the employee has any questions about his 
resp o n s ib ilities .
The number 1 statement says that the assessee could be expected 
to inquire whether the employee had ever received any complaints from 
his subordinates but goes no further with th is  information or fa i ls  to
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engage in  problem analysis.
Before we go on to the next dimension, I 'd  lik e  you to take a 
minute and read over these statements to fa m ilia rize  yourself with 
them. This also is  a good time to ask any questions that you might 
have about these statements or anything else to do with the Problem 
Analysis dimension.
[BRIEF PAUSE]
Ok, now le ts  look a t Problem Solution. Again, please note that 
the d e fin itio n  fo r Problem Solution is  lis te d  a t the top and the five  
statements are w ritten  underneath the d e fin itio n .
Lets look a t the number 5 statement. I t  reads that the assessee 
could be expected to outline what the employee should have done when 
discussing problem areas.
Looking at number 4, th is  statement would be c irc led  i f  the level 
of performance observed on the tape was such tha t the assessee could 
be expected to suggest that the employee show his subordinates what he 
wants them to do rather than doing i t  him self.
The number 3 statement reads that the assessee could be expected 
to suggest that the employee s i t  down with his subordinates and 
attempt to develop a better working re lationship with them.
Statement number 2 says that the assessee could be expected to 
recommend that the employee try  delegating more responsib ility  to his 
subordinates without explaining how.
The number 1 statement would be c irc led  i f  the level of 
performance were such that the assessee could be expected to suggest 
that a goal could be obtained without specifying the manner in which 
i t  could be accomplished or f a i ’ s to propose solutions to the
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problems.
Again, I 'd  lik e  to pause fo r a minute to give you a chance to 
read over the statements and ask any questions that you might have 
about these statements or anything else about the Problem Solution 
dimension.
[BRIEF PAUSE]
Ok, now le ts  look a t the S e n s itiv ity  dimension. The number 5 
statement would be c irc le d  i f  the level of performance observed was 
such that the employee could be expected to express the desire to work 
with the employee to remedy the problems.
The number 4 statement reads that the assessee could be expected 
to compliment the employee on the responsib ility  he feels fo r his 
position.
The number three statement says th a t the assessee could be 
expected to acknowledge th a t the employee's past performance 
appraisals were good.
The number two statement would be c irc led  i f  the level of 
performance observed was such th a t the assessee could be expected to 
acknowledge that a lo t  of employees are apprehensive about the 
appraisal process.
And la s t of a l l ,  the number one statement reads that in asking 
questions, the assessee could be expected to convey the impression 
that the employee was g u ilty  u n til proven innocent.
Again, a t th is  time I would lik e  to pause b r ie f ly  to give you a 
chance to read over these statements and ask any questions that you 
might have about the S e n s itiv ity  dimension.
[BRIEF PAUSE]
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Appendix I:
Background In fo rm atio n  fo r  the In te rv ie w  S im u lation  E xerc ise
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INTERVIEW SIMULATION
In th is  exercise you are Chris Harmon, store manager fo r KENDALL #66. 
KENDALL is  a large chain of re ta il  department stores. You have been 
the store manager fo r three years. There are 12 department managers 
who report d ire c tly  to you. One of the standard polic ies of KENDALL 
#66 is  to conduct semi-annual performance evaluation meetings with 
each of the department managers. One of the department managers is  
Pat Winchell.
Pat is  the manager of the Lawn Furniture department. Pat was recently  
transferred to KENDALL #66 from KENDALL #15, which is  a smaller volume 
store. Pat comes to KENDALL #66 with favorable recommendations from 
KENDALL #15 store manager. In the past Pat has received especially  
good performance evaluation ratings. This is  your f i r s t  performance 
evaluation meeting with Pat, since Pat f i r s t  joined KENDALL #66 four 
months ago.
I t  has come to your attention that a t certain times Pat has shown poor 
decision-making judgments. Pat has frequently made hasty decisions, 
based on assumptions and emotions, instead of relevant information. 
For example, there was the time that Pat ordered picnic tables without 
checking la s t year's inventory records. This resulted in the under­
ordering of much needed merchandise. Also, Pat has repeatedly 
scheduled the same fu ll- t im e  employees to work weekend nights. This 
has led to several employee complaints.
You have also noticed that there are a number of things in the 
department that don't get done, even though Pat works nearly 60 hours 
per week. Pat even comes in a t o ff  hours to supervise the department. 
On one occasion you have observed that Pat does the work that a 
s ta ffe r  should be doing. Some of the s taffers  in Pat's department 
have expressed th e ir  d issatisfaction  with having so l i t t l e  
respo nsib ility , and you suspect that Pat is  one of those people who 
has to do everything, rather than relying on the help of others.
In addition, you have been informed that Pat is  often too demanding 
and does not display the patience and concern for others that the 
staffers  desire. Pat, on a t least one occasion, yelled at a s ta ffe r  
who did not remember i f  a piece of merchandise was s t i l l  in stock. 
Moreover, two s ta ffe rs  have asked Pat to explain how the inventory 
system works, and Pat only rep lied , " I suggest you find out soon".
Today is November 19, 1985, the day of your meeting with Pat. Your
goal is  to discuss Pat's performance evaluation and to resolve any 
problems. You may handle the s ituation any way that you feel is  
appropriate. Act as i f  the s ituation were re a l.
AT THIS POINT, IF YOU ARE UNCLEAR ABOUT YOUR ROLE, ASK FOR 
CLARIFICATION.
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Appendix J:
S e r ip t  fo r  T ra in in g  Role P lay
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T ra in in g  S c r ip t  fo r  In te rv ie w  S im u la tion
A: Hello Pat. How are things going?
D: Not bad. I have been pretty  busy, but I think things are going 
pretty  w e ll.
A: How do you lik e  being here a t th is  store?
D: I t 's  OK. I t 's  taking a l i t t l e  time to get comfortable with a l l  the
changes, but basically  I re a lly  lik e  i t  here.
A: What kind of changes are you re fe rrin g  to?
D: W ell, there are a lo t more customers with the higher volume, and I
have a lo t more s ta ffe rs  here than a t my other store.
A: Yes. I rea lize  i t  is  d i f f ic u l t  to get used to things when you 
move to a bigger store. But based on your past performance, I'm sure 
y o u 'll do fin e  here. Looking a t the recommendations you had, I can 
see why you were promoted to th is  store.
D: I re a lly  lik e  th is  company and would lik e  to move up.
A: OK. Well th a t's  re a lly  what I wanted to ta lk  you about. I can
see that you're re a lly  putting in a lo t of time e ffo r t  and that te l ls
me a lo t about how serious you are about your job . What we want to do
here is  to take a look a t your performance and see how we can improve
upon i t  because I consider i t  my job to help you move up. I t 's
important fo r you to le t  me know what I can do to help you resolve any
problems you may have.
D: I appreciate th a t.
A: There are some things that have been brought to my attention that 
I  would l ik e  to discuss with you. You mentioned e a r lie r  th a t i t  was 
taking you some time to get comfortable with the changes here. Are 
you having any problems with that?
D: No, I don't think so.
A: OK. Before we get started , is there anything that you would lik e
to discuss?
D: Well there have been a couple of things, but I don't think
anything that more time here won't resolve.
A: One of the things that concerns me is  that you've made some 
questionable decisions?
D: I'm not sure I know what you mean.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
161
A: Let me give you an example. Whenever you place an order fo r
merchandise, i t  is  important that you go back and check previous 
inventory records to give you some idea of how much to order.
D: Are you ta lk ing  about the picnic tables?
A: Yes. You underordered on those because you d id n 't check the 
inventory. That cost us.
D: I don't consider that my fa u lt .
A: Whose fa u lt  was it?
D: We had such a crowd rush that no one could have guessed how many
we needed. I thought I ordered the r ig h t amount.
A: OK. But in the fu ture , I think i t ' s  important that you check the 
inventory records because we lo s t a lo t of customers by not having the 
tables. You've got to pay attention to l i t t l e  deta ils  lik e  th a t. 
Another area that I think we need to ta lk  about is  scheduling. I 
assume that you were responsible fo r the scheduling at the other 
store.,
D: Right.
A: Did you have any problems with that?
D: None th a t I was aware of.
A: Well i t  has come to my attention that some of your subordinates
are not happy with the way you have been w riting  the schedule. Has 
anyone voiced any concerns about th is  to you?
D: They have complained to you? No, no one has said anything to me 
about th is .
A: I t  seems that you have been scheduling your fu ll- t im e  employees to
work weekend nights.
D: At my other store that was what my fu ll-tim e rs  wanted. They could
make th e ir  most money then in commission.
A: Have you talked to your employees to jee i f  that were true here?
D: No.
A: OK. I think you need to s i t  down and ta lk  with your employees and 
see i f  they have p articu la r preferences as to when they would want to 
work, especially the fu ll-t im e rs . I t 's  not safe to assume that people 
here w ill prefer the same schedule as those a t your other store. I t 's  
important that you consider these preferences because i t  shows that 
you are concerned about them.
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D: That's  f in e . I ju s t wish th a t i f  these people had problems they 
would ta lk  to me f i r s t .  I to ld  these people when I came here that I
had an open door policy but no one has approached me with any
problems.
A: Let's  ta lk  about th a t. There may be a reason why your people are 
not coming to you. I have noticed that you seem to be a l i t t l e  
impatient when responding to your employees.
D: I'm  not sure I know what you mean.
A: Well I know of one incident where you snapped at a s ta ffe r  who had
asked you about the inventory. Can you t e l l  me about that?
D: I think you are re ferring  to the incident with John. He had been
slacking o ff a ll day and he saw th is  as another opportunity for me to 
do his work.
A: Have you had other problems with John?
D: No, not re a lly .
A: Have you had problems with any of the others in your department?
D: There have been a few.
A: Can you explain?
D: I may te l l  some individuals to do something, but, I don't know,
they don't seem to do i t  very well or sometimes they don't do i t  at 
a l l .
A: Can you give me an example?
D: Well, fo r example, I to ld someone to set up a display in the front
of the store. Later I went up there to check i t  and i t  was a mess. I
had to redo i t  myself which took an hour that I d id n 't have.
A: Do you have any thoughts on why these people are not performing
th e ir  jobs?
D: I ju s t think there are some people here that don't want to work.
I think we need to get r id  of some of these people and replace them 
with people who want to work. E ither that or give them more money. I 
feel lik e  that you get what you pay fo r. We pay these people minimum 
wage and that is  the type of help we get.
A: OK. Let's  think about th a t. F irs t of a l l ,  to simply f ir e
everyone and replace them is not very cost e ffe c tiv e . We would have to
go through the whole process of selection and retra in ing  i f  we did. 
I t ' s  also d i f f ic u lt  to pay them much more than minimum wage because 
the p ro fit  mr.rgin of the store is  so small. Let me ask you, do you 
think more tra in ing would help those people?
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
163
D: I'm  not sure.
A: Do you think they know what you expect of them and how you lik e  
the work to get done?
D: They should know. These people have been here a lo t longer than I 
have.
A. Yes, but you have to remember that these people may be much 
d iffe re n t than people you worked with at your other store. Because 
you're new here, people may not know what you expect of them so i t ' s  
important that you make th is  c lear up fro n t. How do you feel about 
th i s?
D: I agree. But I have high standards and I expect people to give me
th e ir best work.
A: And you should expect th a t. But I think i t ' s  also important to 
try  to look at th is  from the employee's perspective. Some have 
complained that they don't feel you are giving them enough 
respo nsib ility . I have noticed the number of hours that you are 
working and I appreciate your dedication. But i t  seems you do a lo t of 
the work that your employees should do.
D: Well, I ’m u ltim ately  responsible fo r how well th is  department is
run. I f  they don't get i t  done, then I have to do i t .  That's  why I'm  
working 60-hour weeks.
A: Are you saying then that you work so many hours because your
employees aren 't doing the work you delegate to them?
D: That's exactly what I'm saying. I never had th is  problem at my 
other store.
A: Well I think you are u ltim ately  responsible fo r th is  department, 
and you have the authority to take the appropriate action when needed. 
You have to le t  them know that you are in charge of the department.
A: I t  seems your working so many hours may account fo r some of the 
other problems you've had lik e  losing your patience. Do you have any 
suggestions, other than f ir in g  them or giving them raise , that would 
improve how you work with your employees and how they work with you?
D: No. I wish I did.
A: OK, le t  me suggest something. Perhaps you could s i t  down with your 
employees and get a feel fo r some of the things that concern them.
For example, the scheduling. Find out i f  they understand what you 
expect of them, and give them more resp o n s ib ility . Perhaps you could 
have shown John how you wanted the display to be set up fo r example. 
You have to remember that these people may want to move up in the 
company ju s t lik e  you. I f  th a t's  the case, you need to use your 
expertise so that they understand the importance of doing th e ir  jobs 
properly fo r themselves and fo r the business.
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D: I have tr ie d  to delegate on more than one occasion.
A: And what happened when i t  wasn't done?
I}: I did i t  myself.
A: Do you know what we expect of you?
D: Yes I think so.
A: Then you know that your primary responsib ility  is  to manage and 
not ju s t be another employee, and i t  is  as a manager th a t we can best
use you. You can 't always do th e ir  work and get the things done that
you need to as department manager. Probably in your other store you
could do those things more often because i t  was a smaller store. But
the size of th is  store makes i t  almost impossible to operate th a t way 
and I ’m sure i t  is  d i f f ic u l t  to get used to th a t. But you can 't do 
th e ir  work fo r them.
D: Things would be much easier i f  they completed what I delegated to 
them.
A: Let's  do th is . Meet with your employees ju s t as I am doing with
you. I t  doesn't have to be a formal meeting. I t  is  probably better 
that you do i t  in form ally . Discuss th e ir  concerns, le t  them know what 
you expect, and how you w ill evaluate th e ir  performance, and reinforce  
them when they do the job correc tly . But i t ' s  important that you give
them more responsib ility  so that you can spend more time with your
resp o n s ib ilities . You need to do i t  now so that the problem gets no 
larger and you don't burn yourself out working so many hours. What do 
you think about this?
D: I w ill ce rta in ly  try .
A: I f  th is  doesn't work then you have the responsib ility  to take the
appropriate steps even i f  that means cutting th e ir  hours back or 
le tt in g  them go. But show them f i r s t  what you expect and le t  them do 
i t .  That way i f  they know what you expect and th a t they w ill be held 
accountable you won't have to be concerned when you're doing what ycu 
need to do or when you're not there. In fa c t, you may want to tra in
someone to step into  your role so that you can move up.
P: I understand.
A: I 'd  l ik e  to see you reduce the number of hours that you're working
to maybe about 45 or so in  the next three weeks but i t  a l l  s tarts  with 
you communicating with your employees. Let's  try  th is  fo r a couple of 
weeks and see what happens. Then we can get back together to evaluate 
how th is  is working out.
D: Fine
A: Ok. Thanks for coming in and i f  there is  anything I can help you
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with in the meantime, ju s t le t  me know.
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Appendix K: 
Post-Experimental Questionnaire
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PARTICIPANT REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE
1. RATER
2. Sex: Male Female (c irc le  one)
3. Age: _____________
4. Ethnic Background: White Black Hispanic Asian Other (c irc le  one)
5. Class: FR SO JR SR Grad Student (c irc le  one)
PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT MOST CLOSELY REFLECTS YOUR ANSWER TO EACH 
OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.
6. To what extent did the information presented in Session 1 help you to 
accurately evaluate the assessee?
5................... 4 .....................3 .................... 2................... 1
completely to some not a t a ll
degree
7. To what extent was the information presented in  Session 1 
understandable?
5................... 4 .....................3 .................... 2................... 1
completely to some not a t a ll
degree
8. To what extent was the information presented in Session 1 useful for  
making accurate ratings?
5................... 4 .....................3 .................... 2................... 1
completely to some not at a ll
degree
9. To what extent did the information presented in Session 1 improve your 
a b il ity  to make accurate ratings?
5................... 4 .....................3 .................... 2................... 1
completely to some not a t a ll
degree
10. To what extent do you feel confident that your ratings are accurate 
measures of the assessees1 performance?
5................... 4 .....................3 .................... 2................... 1
completely to some not at a ll
degree
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11. To what extent was the information presented in Session 1 logical?
5 .................... 4 ................... 3 ..................... 2................... 1
completely to some not at a ll
degree
12. To what extent was the information presented in Session 1 confusing?
5.................... 4 ................... 3 ..................... 2................... 1
completely to some not at a ll
degree
13. To what extent did you enjoy Session 1?
5.................... 4 ................... 3 ..................... 2................... 1
completely to some not a t a ll
degree
14. To what extent did you enjoy Session 2?
5.................... 4 ................... 3 ..................... 2................... 1
completely to some not a t a l l
degree
15. To what extent was the experiment a learning experience fo r you?
5.................... 4 ................... 3 ..................... 2................... 1
completely to some not a t a l l
degree
16. To what extent would you be interested in partic ipa ting  in another 
research study sim ilar to th is  one?
5.................... 4 ................... 3 ..................... 2................... 1
completely to some not at a ll
degree
17. Please l i s t  other research projects that you have partic ipated in  th is  
year.
18. Please use th is  space to make any comments that you would lik e  
concerning the research study.
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